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PREFACIs 


In Colossians [: 15, St. Pui refers to Christ as the Pirsthorn of 
eveTy creature (aparoroxes muegs wricews), a puzzling expression 
found yowhere else in Sacred Seripture. ‘Pho Justary of ts use 
in subsequent theological cpiriidition fs au trfaveting one. but m 
spite of all the discussion gives: to the expressiqn, Ils exch mnean~ 
ing is still a matter of dispute. [nm this prelimuaary study, an 
investigation has bee aut af the various infarpretatlious proposer 
by Greeks ated Latins caring Ge direst five eerct utes. 

The writer takes this occnsion to express his gratitude for the 
ecoustructiye evilicism: mevived from teeluhers of the faenlty aud 
others with whoni much of dis material was discussed. fle is par- 
ticularly grateful to the Yury Beverend John FL Fenian, 8.8., 
DOD, Provincial of the Sulpicitns in the United States, who 
made it possible for im to complete the study, and to have this 


pertion printed. 


Feast of St. Francis de Sales, 1938. 
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The word “ firstborn ” {apwrdroxes)? occurs about 130 times in 
the Septuagint, where it appears regularly for “bekhor” (W234 
of the Hebrew text. A “bekhor” from the standpomt of the 
mother was the offspring (inaie) “which opened the womb ”;? 
from the standpoint of the father, the “ bekhor ” was the issue of 
his “first strength.”* The idea implied in both cases was the 
physiological relation between a niale first offspring and either 
parent, rather than that between a male offspring and later ehil- 
dren. Yu fact, a male first offspring was called a “ bekhor ” from 
birth, before there were other chifdren. If Jater there were other 
children, the “bekhor ” naturally beeume the first of the series, 
but the term in itself did not necessarily fiiply that there were 
other children. Tt meant simply that there had been none before. 

By nature, a “ bekhor” was the male fivst offspring of one, or 
of both its parents; by law and custom, fhe “bekhor” was 
accorded special privileges and honors, and the term thus acquired 
other meaniugs based on these prerogatives. According to the 
Mosaic law, the male firstborn of every mother was sacred te 
Jahbweh. Thirty days after its birth, and hence before there was 
any possibility of further chiidren, the father was under obligation 
to redeem the chitd from a priest for five shekels of silver’ In 


Lirpwrdroxos fram mp@ros (first) and rixrecv or rexecv (to beget, of men; 


to bear, of women). A mpwrorékos (paroxytone} wea a wenan bearing her 


first child, while a mpuréroxes (proparoxytone) was a firsthorn ehild. Only 
the latter terin oceurs in the Greek Bible, 

20S pawrdéroxos’ prewnier-né n‘implique pas Vidée d’un puing. Le sabstrat 
sémitique, hébr. bekér, aram. bukra, a fu différence de stpwrbroxos, wWexprime 
pas farmeltement la notion du nombre ordinal ‘premier’: le sens fonda- 
mental de lu racine sémitique bkre paruit étre ‘fendre.’” Jotion, L’£vangile 
de Natre-Seigueur Jésus Christ, Paris 1930, p. 296. 

'*Sanetify unto me every firstborn that openeth the womb (88 
ola among the ehildren of Tsrael, as well of men as of beasts: Foe 
they are all mine.” Hod. XELE: 2. See also Nu. TEL: 12 and XVILE: Is, 

*33TN MWR Gen, NEIN: 3; Meut. XXJ:17; Ps. LAVHI (LXVII}- 51; 
Ps, CV (CIV): 36 in the Hebrew text. 

“And the redemption of it shall he ufter one mouth, for five sicles of 
kilver, by the weight of the sanetuary.’? Mu, XVIIT: 16. 


xi 


we 
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the days before the tribe of Levi was given the exclusive right 
to perform priestly functions, the fathers of families may have 
frequeutly delegated such functions to their firsthorn sons.® 

The male firsthorn on the father’s side was regularly tie father’s 
principal heir.” Fle generally occupied a special place io the 
father’s affections, was given first honors afier the father within 
the family circle, but did net enjoy any special power over the 
other members of the fanuly by reason of being the firsihorn, The 
father, when in need of help to rule his housvhold, wala turn 
naturally te his firstborn, but the father always remained supreme. 
After the father’s death, the firstborn received # double portion of 
the inheritance, and full authority over those who remained in 
the paternal homie. 

The male firsthorn, not only of every mother in Tsraej, but also 
of every beast, was sacred to Jahweh.* Vhe Rabbis, reasoning 
froma the precepts of the Torah, developed as oecasion argse the 
humerous rules regarding the firstborn of redemption (J%57 W252} 
and the firstborn of inheritance (77TI? W223), found in the Mish- 
nah.® Assoviated as the tern wag with definite religious and legal 
obligations of frequent occurrence, It was in constant use amiong 
the Jews. Perhaps among no people of antiquity did the firstborn 
of man or beast receive so much attention. 

Now such a concrete term in frequent use lends itself readily to 
figurative usage. Although “ bekhor” is generally taken through- 
out the Old Testament in the primary sense of the term, there are 
several instances of purely figurative usage. Thus in Exodus 


*** Before the tabernacle was set up, the high places were permitted and 
the {altar} service was fulfilled by tbe firstborn.” Zehaim t4: 4 in Danby, 
The Sfishuah, Oxford 1933, p. 489. That the firsthorn in the times preced- 
ing the Exodus exercised priestly functians by virtue of their rights of 
Pprimogenifure, is denied by many autharsa. Cf, Kortleitner, Religio 4 
Patriarchies Israclitarum exercitata, Ocniponte 1936, pp. 136-137. 

* Deut. XXI: 17. See also articles “Ainesse’? {Many} and “ Preméer- 
aé*" (Lesétre) in Vigouronx, Dictionnaire de la Bible, Paria 1895-1922; 
“‘Firathborn” (Greenstone) and “ Primageniture ’ (Casanowiez} in Jewtsh 
Encyclopedia, New York 1901-1906; Strack-Bilierbeck, Kommentar zum 
N,T. aus Tatmud und Midrasch, Miiachen 1024, IT, pp. 126-123. 

*"Veodue XII: 12-15. 

*Mishnah, BekAoroth; also Haba Bathra &, and Eduyoth 7 (Danby, op. 


ctt., pp. 529-544, 376-378, aud 434, respectively). 


— Seo) (wert, tener) ist, dem uudren verangeht. 
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IV: 2%, God calls the Ilebrew nation Htis firstborn son, In Psalm 
LXXXVILI (LXAXXIX): 28, the promised Messias is called dah- 
weh’s firstborn, and on the basis of this text, “ firstborn ” seems 
to have become another of the many titles applet to the Messias.™ 
Then there are the very strange expressiona “ firsthorn of death” 
(Mp WS Job XVILE:13) and “‘firsthorn of the poor” (2°?T 
"N93 Isaiags XIV: 30). The aneloyy tm both these eases is rather 
remote from the usual siguilication of the term? The expression 
“firstborn of every creature,” with which we are primarily con- 
cerned, does not occur in the Old Testiment, nor in any other 
writing prior to its single occurrence in St. Paul. 

In the New Testament, mpwrdraxes occurs eight times. The 
respective passages are listen] helow, and sume interpretations noted 
briefly. Discussion will follow later. 

a} Luke FE: 7. “And she brought forth hee firstborn son.” {xai 
crexev Tov viv atray roy apwrdtoxery).'* lo this passage, spurdracas 
is taken in its primary sense of a male first offspring. Christ as 
the firsthurn of IZis niother was sacred to Jahweh, and consequently 
subject to redemption from the service of the sanctuary, thirty 
days after birth. “Aud after the days of her purification, accord- 
ing to the law of Moses, were accomplished, they carried him to 


2°" Gott sprach zu Mose: Wie ich Jakol) zum Erstgeborenen gemacht 
habe, wie es heisst: Mein erstgeborener Sohn ist Israel (Jakob) Kx 4, 42— 
go werde ich den Konig, den Messtis, zum "!rstgeborenen inachen, wie es 
heisst: Auch will ich thn zum Erstgeborenen muchen Ps. 89, 26." Rabbi 
Nathan in Shemoth Katha Exodus 19 (Sid), quoted in Strack-Billerkeek, 
og. cit. TIT, p. 258. 


me Ehenao ftidest dues bel den Weoen tetles, dass alles was gehelit 
Weil die ‘Tora geliebt ist 


yor allem, wurde sie vor allem geschaffen. . .. Weil das Heiltgtum getiebdt 
war vor aliem, wurde ea vor allem geschaifen. . . . Weil das Land T[arael 
Siphre on Peué, 


vor allem gelicht war, wurde es vor allem geschaffen.” 


XI: 10, quoted in Strack-Billerbeck, op. ci?.. 111, 2456-258. From this S-B 


conclude: ‘‘ Nach diesem Kanon iat ‘ Erstgeberener’ seviel wie der Gelieb- 


teste, der Wertvollste, der Anugesehenste, der Tiichtigste, Auch in malam 


partem kann jemand ais ‘ Erstyehorener * hezeichuet werden; dann erscheinl 
er als der trofahrlichste oder Gefiirchieste seiner Art. ... Hi 18, t38 wird 
dec Aussatz (7) als gefihrlichste Krankheit der ‘ Erstgehorene des Todes’ 
gennant.” 

2 Codex @ reads trexey pay vidv airy: rov wpwréroxes in Matt. 1: 25, where 


the Stnatticuse and Veticanus have simply ¢rexey vide. 
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Jerusalem, to present him to the Lord: as if is written in the law 
of the Lord: Every male opening the womb shall be called holy 
to the Lord.” (Luke 11: 22-23}. The term docs not imply that 
there were other children, The child that opened the womb was 
called a firstborn immediately, and if a male, was subject to 
redemption after 4 month according to the requirements of the 


Mosaic Law.?? 
b) Homans VIIE: 29. 
tined to be made conformable to the image of hia Son: that he 


might be the firstborn amongst many brethren.” (eis ro civas abroy 
This difficult passage, which fig- 


“For whom he foreknew, he also predes- 


RpwrazoKoy ty mwoAAcis abdeAdeis). 
ured so ruuch in the controversies on Grace and Predestimation, 
is still variously interpreted. Regarding the phrase “ firstborn 
umongst many brethren,’ which alone coucerus us here, there are 
two mterpretations, depending upou the meaning given to © con- 
formabie to the image of his Son.??* Some authors understand 
the conformity to he by grace in this life, whereby we hecome 
adopted sons of (fod and eco-heirs of Christ. According to this 
laterpretation, Christ is the firstborn among his adopted brethren. 
and firstborn is taken in the figurative sense of pre-eminent. Most 
interpreters, however, understand the confarmity to be by glory 
in the next life, and explain “ firstborn amongst many brethren ” 
of the glorified Christ among the blessed in heaven. The predomi- 
nating idea of “firstborn” avcording to this interpretation is 


again that of pre-eminence. 
my ec) Tlebrews I: 6. “And again, when he introduccth for, and 

wheu he agam introduceth) the firsthorn iuto the world, he saith: 
iH And let all the angels of God adore him.” (érav 8 midw eleraydyy 
: TOY mpwroroKoy cis THY olxovpernv, A€ya ...)- The exact mesning 
| of the passage is complicated by the ambiguous position of “ again ” 
‘| (zdiv}. Some authors take “again” with “he saith,” as indi- 

cating simply another quotation. “ When he imtreduceth ” would 


4 Lagrange, Evangile selon Saint Laso, 2e ed., Paris 1921; Frey, La Sig- 
nifieation du Terme mpwraraxos @aprés une Inscription Juive, Biblica 1930, 
in {¥ Esdras VI; G8, and the Psalms of Suloemen KVILE: 4, 


pp. 373-300. 


the rpwréroxos is also povoyerys. 
** Prat (trans, Stoddard). The Theology of St. Paul, New York 1926, IT, 


pp. 244-245, Boylan, St. Paul’s Hpistie to the Romans, Dublin 1934, p. 149; 
Lagrange. Epitre aum Homuins, Je ed., Paria 1922, p. 216. 
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then refer to the first introduction of the Son into this world at 
Hig nativity. Others take “again” with “introduceth.”” “ When 
he again iutroduceth * would then refer to a second mtroduction 
of the Son, which is generally taken to be that at the time of the 
‘Last Judgment. Jhi either case, the question arises as to the pre- 
cise meaning of “ firstborn.” Does * firstborn ” refer here to the 
Eternal Word as generated from the substance of the Father, or 
is it a term referring to the Messiauic office of the Word Inearnate 
in the sense of Psalm INNNYELE (i XNAN0N) 228, “And To wil 
make him my firstborn, high whove the kings of the earth”? Most 
commentators are inclined to the latier yuw.?® 

d) Hebrews X1: 28, “That he who destroyed the firstborn (7a 
rpwrotoxa), might not tonch them.” The reference ts to the 
destruction of the firstborn of the Meyplians at the tiie of the 
Exodus (Jax, AIT: 29). 

e) Hebrews XL1L:24. “And to the church of the firstborn, who 
are written m heaven.” (xat éxnAynotia mpetotoxuy drnyeypappever 
év ovpavois). Commentators agree that “ firstborn 7 is used figure 
tively in this passage, but they disagree in their explanatious of 
the figure, according as they equate “firstborn” with angels, 
‘patriarchs, apostles, first Christians, or Christians in general.?® 

t) Apocalypse [: 5. “And from Jesus Christ, who is the faithfui 
witness, the firsthorn of the dead, and the prince of the kings of 
the earth.’ (6 peipros @ mierds, 6 wpwrdroxos Tay vexXpaY Kal & Apyuy 
trav BartAcuw THs yos}. Firstborn is here used in a figurative sense. 
Christ was the first to rise to a glorious life, m vietery over death. 
Besides the idea of priority, there ts implied that of pre-cminence. 
Some see in the passage an allusion to Psam BNXXAVIIE 


(LAX XTX) : 28.77 


6 Callan, The Epistles of St. Paul, New York 1931, IL. p. 360-361; Sales, 
La Sacra Biblia Commentata, 71 Nuova Testumeanto, Torino 1914, LI, pp. 
445-440; Westcatt, The Epistie to the Webrews, 3 ed., London 1914, pp. 21- 
23; Moffatt, A Crit. and Lx, Com, an the Hp. to the Hehrows, New York 
1924, pp. 10-11; Vittt, in Veriun Bomint, 1934, pp. 306-312, 308-374; 1935, 
JH-21. 

 Sules, op. ctt., Il, p, $99; Westcott, op.cit.. p. 417; Michel, Der Brief 
an die Bebriier, Gittingen 1936, p. 210. 

i Bwete, The Apocalypse of St. John, 3 ed., London 1911, p. 7; Allo, 
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g) Colossians 1: 13-18. ‘‘ Who hath delivered us from the power 
of darkuess and hath translated us into the kingdom of the éon of 
his love, in whom we have redemption through his hiood, the 
remission of sins; who is the image of the invisthle Gad, the 
FIRSTBORN OF EVERY CREATURE { rputdroxos maans xtuseas) > for in 
him were all things created in heaven and on earth . . . ali things 
were created by him and in him, And he is before all, and by him 
ali things consist. And he is the head of the body, the church, 
who is the beginning, the F1RSTHORN FROM THLE DEAD (aporeroxos 
ex toy vexpoy); that in all things he may hold the primacy.” 


In verses 13-14, St. Paul speaks of the glorified Christ in heaven, 
of whom he proceeds inamediately to predicate various titles. The 
passage which follows is usually divided by commentators lito two 
parts, with the first part (15-16) explained as referruig io the 
pre-existent Word (not by all), and the second part (t7-18), to 
the incarnate Word now glorified in heaven. Jn the first part is 
found the expression “firstborn of every creature,” which is con- 
sequently interpreted of the pre-existent Word in relation to the 
original creation; in the other part is found “ firstborn from the 
dead,” interpreted generally of the incarnate Word in relation 
to the new creation of grace, which will have its altimate 
consummation in glory, 

Most commentators take the second expression “ firstborn from 
the dead” as parallel with Apoc. 1:1, and explain in the figura- 
tive sense of priority aud dignity. Christ was the first to rise 
(or to be born) from the dead to the new life of glory, into which 
He will be followed by others among whom He will have the 
chief place.** 

Commentators do not agree regarding the meaning of “ first- 
born of every creature,’ and the expression remains one of the 


LE’ Apocalypse, 3e ed., Paris 1033, p. 5; Charles, Crit. and Ex. Com. on the 
Rev. of St. John, New York 1820, Vol. F, p. 14, 

7* “A ce titre de maftre de toute vie et spécialement de lt vie glorieuse, 
il est Je premier-né d’entre les morts, le premier qui soit sorti, pour ne 
plus mourir, du sein du sheol. Premier, non pas seulement par le temps, 
mais par lo rang: prince des ressuscités, i] ouvre la marche et mérite aux 
autres la faveur de sressusciter comme lui.” Buby. Les Bpitres de la 


Captivité, Paris 1833, p. 44. 
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unsolved problems of the New Testament,” Many explanations, 
more or less plausible, have beon advanced, but evidence of a 
strictly conclusive nature is lackmy, Because of the possibilities 
of misinterpretation, the expression was eimmuted from the creed 
- proposed by Eusebius of Cacsarea at the Couneil of Nicea in 325 
A, T}.7¢ 
Questions have been raised concerning the meantng uot only of 
aperoroxos but also of mdoys xrigews, Was has the distributive 
sense of “each” and the collective sense of “all? Although the 
collective sense of “all” regujariy demands that the noun which 
it modifies have the definite article, there ave a few exceptions. 
is there such an exception here? Then xriow may mean & suigle 
creature, all creatures taken collectively, or the act of creation; i 
may mean anything creafed, or it may be resirieted to human 
creatures as in St. Mark NWE:14 (preach the vospel to every 
Shoukl the translation read “ firsthora of alf creation ” 
Another difficulty 
fs it a partihve 


creature ). 
rather than “‘firsthorn af every creature”? * 

is the kind of genitive implied tu wdeys xrioews. 
genitive, 80 that mrpwrerexos would he included im some way in the 
class of creatures; or is it a genitive of comparison, which would 


exclude the zpwroroxes from the same? ** 
The interpretations of ‘ firstborn of every creature” (or, of all 


-. ereation) may be divided inte two groups. Within one group, the 


re’). dies ist eine von den Exegeten viel umstrittene Stelle.” Norden, 
Agnostos Theox, Leipzig 1914, p. 254. ‘* wpwréroxos est un mot dont Vhis- 
toire est presque tragique. Son usage ulterieur-—ou plitét son mésusage— 
_ par les Ariens peut & vrai dire étre envisagé comme un signe de Vinsuifi- 
aance de nvimpoerte quel mot pour exprimer un vérité surnaturelle." 
MecNahb, in Revue Bidlique, 1933, p. 423; ef. Hroutiers of Faith and 
Reason, New York 1937, p. 254. 
7° Eusebius, in an epistle written to his diocese, gives the creed which 
he had originally proposed {probably the haptismal creed used at Caesarea). 
and the revised version as adopted by the Council. The epistle is preserved 
in Socrates (#7, FB. 1:8), Fheadoret (H.#. 1: 12), and St. Athanasius (De 
Nicaentg Deeretis, appemdix, #.G. XX, 15386). 
* Lightfoat, Saint Paul's Epistica to the Colossians und to Phiteman, 
London 1916, p. 146; Prat, op, cit., 1, p. 289. | 
* Abbott, 4 Orit, and Ex. Com. an the Epistles to the Ppkesians and to 
the Colassians, New York 1916, pp. 210-214; ef. Bissen, Me primatu Christi 
absolute apud Col, J, 13-20, in Antonianum XI (1936), p. 16, 


pe 


le apate aoe 
ear 
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expression is interpreted of the pre-existent Word; within the ether 
group, of the incarnate Word. Iu both groups there ire numerous 
variations, necording to the emphasis placentt on different bits of 
the rather scanty evidence. A sharp and distiuict clossifeation is 


not possible m every case, 

In the first group, which interprets the expression of the pre- 
existent Word, one or other of three ideas is stressed, namely, 
generation from the Father,** priority to creation”? aud dignity.* 


ea Né avant toute oréature. DL? Apodtre affimne dome, cue ce versed. Veter: 


nelle génération du Verbe: antérieur et supérieur a tet ce aul est eréé, 
par conségnent incréé: genitum non fTaetum”  Lisseaa-Collamkh, Manuel 
d'Etudes Bibtiques V (1I partie), Paris 1931, p. 77. “The emphasis is 
on the generation of the eternal Word before all tte.”  Rickali, Cotes- 
(Westrainster Version 37J), Louden I927, po 9G. “Born of the 


Silps 
°  fadlan, fhe Hpistles uf S# Paul, New 


Biectul Father fron Eternity. 


York 1931, vol. Tl, p. 158. 
aeerPhe prinury teniporal meaning of the word is that whtch wis chiefly 


in Si. Pauls rammed.’ Willianis, Cofessiens (Canh, Greek Test. }, Cronbridge 
1928, p. di. “He existed befare any creature, This ts the foree of the 
term first-born tn this passage.” Kenrick. Epistles af St. Paul, New York 
383i, p. 419. “Phe only ideas invelved arc priority of time and cligtinction 
from the genus «rioes.” Abbott, ap. eit, p. 212. “The idea of priarity to 
all creation is obrieus and indisputable .. . the idea of sovercicuty ts not 
so certain,” Radford, (Colossians, London 193t, p. 174. “Er ist friiher 
als dia gesainte Kreatur da, wnd er ist erhaben iiber sie. Ob daz Bild 
soweit ausgedehut werden sell, dass der Begriff des Erstyeborenen (im 
Gegensatz zum Geschaffenen: Der Loges ist Schn und nicht CGeschépt) 
heryorzuheben wire, tst fraglich.” Meinuertz, Der Holossertricf ( Bouner 
Bibe! Vil}, Bonn igs3t, yp. 20. “The first-born of @Very crenture, not that. 
the Sen is created, hut that He is the exemplur cause of all that God has 
created, jist as an artist’a ideas are the ‘ first-born’ of the pictures thence 
resulting.” Pope, The Layman’s New Testament, London 1927, p. 685. 
Burney interprets tt of the Son as the efficient cause of creation (Journ. 
Theol, Stud., 1926, pp. 173-174); ef. Botte (Revue des Seicnees philo- 
sophiqucs et théolegiques, 1932, p. 63) for refutation of Burncy’s view. 
6“ The course of the argument seems to require that the stress should 
lie on the Lordship of the Son rather than His prierity to ereation. For 


what Paul is concerned to prove is the superiority of Christ to the angels, 
and for this the idea of priority is not relevant but that ef dominion is, 
Whether the word retains anything of its original meaning here is dowbt- 
1) ee 
pre-existence is sufliciently asserted in what follows.” 
(Expoasiters Greck Test. II}, Lenden 1910, p, 503; ef. Lightfoot, op. ciz,, 


pp. 144-148. 


. Jt seems best to exclude the temporti element altogether. The 
Peake, Colossians 


Inirodueiian XIX 


Generation and priority are involved im the very nature of “ first- 
born” according io its physical signification; dignity is an acces- 
sory idea, based on the spectal privileges accorded a firstborn son 
in the Hebrew family. 

In the second group, which would interpret the expression of 
the incarnate Word, the predominating idea is the Messranic diz 
nity of the God-man.** The promised Massiag was the Eternal 


Son of God, who assumed «a human nature m titae, and appeared 


as aman among men. The incarnate Word, the God-man Jesus 


Christ, has been appointed heir of the Father fas God He is to 
by nature), destined to rule ever all creatures. In this sense, He 
has been made a © firsthorn,” and the expression * firstborn of 
every creature” jn this group of interpretations ts practically 
Explauations vary according ta the 


equivalent to “ heir of lj.” 
who make “ heir” 


understanding of tle term “herr? Those 
equivalent to “lord.” sec in the expression “ firstborn of every 
creature,” the idea of complete sovercignty of the imearnate Word 
over all creation, a state of affairs which will uot be completely 
attained until the Fast Judgment. Those who hold the thesis 
common in Franciscan schools that the Eternal Word would have 
become incarnate even if man had not sinned, expluin the expres- 
sion “firsthorn of every creature ” in relation to the divine Infen- 
tion, According to this theary, the decree regarding the incarnation 
preceded the decree of creation, and “firstborn of every crcature ” 
is understood in the ideal order, in the sense of priority.** These 


7 Tiexpression Premier-né de toute eréature ne serait pas un titre divin 


en luj-meme, synonyine, Gomme Ja senienu, de Filius Dei Untgventtus mais 
un titre impliquasnt la nature humaine. Conmune Iseriiel chauisi entre Tes 


peuples, el le rot thcocratique, mis A part partmi les reis, sont dits prenuer- 
nés de Dieu, Jésus Christ resstscité d'entre les morts est le premier-né de 
tonte créature, Vhtritier de tow. le suaverain Suizneur, plaecé a la tete du 
royaume messianiqne.”’ Levesque, in Kevue Praiique @dApalagétizque 28 
(1919), pp. 403-495, ef. Durand, In Recherches de Setence Keligicuse I 


(1810), pp. |b-66. 
ee“ Our est intagoe Dei invisibilis (ut Deus). primogenitus ommis crea- 
turae, certe ut homo; et tulis nou est in ordine exeeutionis temporalis cum 


inearnatio tn medio annorum effecta sit. Eryvo est primogenitus in inten- 


tione divina; ac preinde ilHus incarnatie tutura praecedit deeretum pradce- 


tinnts creaturarum, ... Ipse est prima ereatura pracdestinata; adeoque 


licet home non peccasset, nihilominus Verbum diviium carnem induisset.” 


yee 


Xx¥ introduction 


are only a few indications regarding the wide rauge of iders 
which commentators and theologians are inferring from the text. 
Evidently, the problem of rpwreroxos wéens «tices is still unsolved. 

Had St. Paul cailed Christ the “ firstborn of God” or the 
“firstborn of Mary,” there would have been little, or no difficulty. 
Accotding to Catholic teaching, Christ has two natures and two 
births; one of the Father from all Eternity, and the other of the 
Blessed Virgin Mary m time.?® In His divine generation, Christ 
is the only-begotten Son of God the Father; in His human genera- 
tion, He is the only son of Mary. According to both natures, Fe 
could be property called a “ firstborn ” or “ firsthegotten.” The 
expression “ firstborn of every creature ” (or, of all creation) must 
imply some relation te creatures. Just what did St. Paul have m 
mind when he applied this enigmatic title te our Lord? 

As the Christian writings of the early centuries frequently yield 
valuable resnits regarding the interpretation of difficult Scripture 
texts, we shall direct our search there first. A distinction, however, 
must be borne tn mind between the writers of these docurnents as 
witnesses to the Deposit of Faith, and as apologists attempting to 
explain the same to Jew and Gentile in current religious and 
philosophical terminclogy.*® In the latter rele they were not 


Bernardinus a 8. Joanne Rotundo, in Collecfanee Franctacane FY (1934), 
p. 551; «f. Bisaen, op. cit., pp. 3-26, De Sales, F., Praitéé de PAmour de 
Dicu, vol. I, Annecy 1894, pp. 102-105; Suarez, Opera, Paris 1866, t. XVII, 
p. 649, 

va’ Si qtus non confitetur Det Verbi duas nativitates, unam quidem ante 
saecula ex Patre sine tempore incorporaliter, alteram vero in ultimis dichus 
eiusdem ipsius, qui de coclis deacendit, et incurnatus de sancta gloriosa 
Dei Genitrice et semper Virgine Marta, nutua est ex ipsa, talis A, S. Canon 
2, Cone. Constplt. If {Denziger, Hnchkiridiaon Symbolerum, Friburgi Breisg. 
1932, #214; cf. Symboilum “ Quicungue” (quad voeatur Athanasium) : 
“Est ergo fides recta ut credamus et confiteamur, quia Dominus noster 
Jesus Christus Dei Filius, Deus et homo est, Deus est ex aubstantiz 
Patris ante sascula genitus, et homo est ex substantia matris in seeculo 
natus: perfectus Deus, perfectua homo, ex anima rationali et humana 
carne subsistens, acqualis Patri accundum divinitatem, minor Patre secua- 
dum humanitatem. Qui licet Deus sit et homo, nen duc tamen, sed unus 
est Christus, unus autem non converaione divinitatis in carnem, sed 
assumptione humanitatis in Deum, unus omnine nor copfusiane substantiae, 


sed ynitate personae.” Denziger, op. cit., #40, 
29 Hie seduto distinguendum est inter documenta quae ipsam Ecclesiae 


Iufraductian ExXl 


always fortunate.*® It must be reracembered that a precise theo- 


logical vocabulary was still in the making, and the implications 
Many 


of the views advanced were not always apparent at first. 
explanations were ultimately abaudoned. Of primary interest to 
ihe theological student ate the iracditional clemeuts, and it is for 


such that we shall seek, 


fidem referunt et ea quae simul cum fide philosophicas teurias wiscent. 
In pricrihus, fides mode simplici, plus miousve distinete, recte tamen 
exponitur, In posterioribus, substuntia quidem mysterii recte devlaratur, 
sed aligquands accidentales inveniuntur errores In modo mysterium con- 
ciliandi cum phbilosaphicis doctrinis.” Tanquerey, Synepsis Theologtae 
Dogmaticac, Paris 1931, 1], p. 372. 

ao“ |. ida recherchent dans les systemes philosophiques ou exégétiques 
de leur adversaires juif4 ou paiens, toutes jes prises qwils crojent pouveir 
aaisir: le Timée, le deuxieme lettre de Plaion, la philosophie a Héractite, 
ja creyance aux incarnations et aux npparitions dea dieux, l'interprétation 
allévorique de la Bible chére aux Juifs alexandrins, tout sera mis & profit; 
et suus ce cvuvert le doyme chrétien s‘avancera tout pres des Ames sang 


_ les effrayer. Et cette tactique n'était point déloyale: les apologistes 


estimaient que cea lambeaux de vérité quis recueillzient ca et La venuient, 
par emprunt ou par vol ou par inspiration divine, de la Vérité unique et 
divine qu'its possédaicit infégralement; iis ne faisaient done que rendre a 
ces vestiges a demi ¢Mfuceés leur signifeation premiére. Ce wéluit déloyal; 
mais parfois c’était imprudent: ces rapprochements meétaient souvent jus- 
tifids que pur uue rencontre de mota; les réalités se heurtaient et, pour les 
adapter Vune 4 Vautre, on risquait de les déformer toutes les deux.” 
Lebreton, Mistetre de Logme de la Trinité, Paris i928, If, p. 615. 


CHAPTER | 


SECOND CENTURY 


St, Justin (100-166), the earliest of the Fathers in whose works 
rpurcroxes Is used of Christ, wus born mm the ifoly Land at Nea- 
(Sichem), apparently of Pagan rather than Samaritan or 
After studying the philosophies of the Stoics, 
he cum mto contact 
He not ouly he- 


patis 
Jewish parents.’ 
Peripatetica, Pythegoreaus, anc Piatonists, 
with Christian teachings, und was converted? 
came an ardent apolugist lor the Baith, but diet a marlyr for 3b in 
Rome.* Of the many works circulating onder his name, only the 
two Apologies and the Dialogue with Trypho are generally admitted 
to be authentie* Phe Apologies are muiniy an appeal to the 
Greeks, and the Dialogne, to the Tews of the times. For the one 
as well as for tit other, the crucified Christ is act forth as the very 
Son of God, hegotten of God before anything whatsoever was 
created, and to be worshipped by alt as God. 

The EXPVSsi0l] mpwrdroKos mays KTLerEUS with which we are con- 
cerned primarily in this study, oceurs only twice ® in the recognized 
works of St. Justtu, aud then without comment as if tts meaumg 
were understood by his readers. There are three® other passages 
in which zpwrdroxos ig found in what appears to be an equivalent 
phraseology with the adeqgs xrigews, and six? more in which it 
_ oceurs without any imiediate reference to creatures. fn 2l] eleven 

‘passages, mawréroxos is used us a title of Christ in conneetion with 


His pre-inecarnate existence. Tt is used interchangeably with euch 


1F Apel. 1,1; 458, 3; Dtel. 2B, 2; 29, 1, 3. * Diet. 2-8 
*Acts of Murlyrdom (Otto, Carpus Apologetarum Christigaerum saccult 
secundd, ed. 3, Jena 1876-5], vol. 17, &. IL, appendix; Euaebiua, #. BE. iV, 


16). 

‘Otto; op. cit., vol. I, p. Ixiii; Bardenhewer, Geschichte der altkirehlichen 
Literatur, 2 Auil., Freiburg im Breiseau 19138, vol. T, 206-262. 

S Piet. 65, 2; 138, 2. 

° yoy wpwrérakoy Tay weerey woinuarav {fital. S4. 2): ror wpwrdtroxoy per 
tor Geot Kai wpa wavrwy tor xriguaray (Det. 100, 2); réxvey wpwrorexoy 
ray dhkwp xtioparee (feiad. $2, 3). 

77 Apol. 23, 2; 33, G: 46, 2; 53, 2; 63, 15; Diet, 116, 3; also the equiva- 


lent terms mpwrov yerenua (2 Apel, 21, 1) and wpwroyoros (7 Apol. 58, 3). 
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tithes as Adyos, Stivayes, yevenwa, vios, and povoyerys. All these terms, 
while retaining their individual shades of meaning, are practical 
equivalents iu St. Justtn’s vocabulary for the pre-existent Christ 
because of Elis origin by generation from the Father. Sometimes 
it ig the Son, who is spoken of ag begotten of God, aiid sumetimes 
it is the Logos or Power;* while the terms Only-begotten, Virst- 
bern, and Offspring in themselves imply the idea, This generation 
from the Father is stated to have been before creation.” Ae. Justin 
never says explicitly that 1t was from eternity, 

In the First Apology, St. Justin pieads for fair treatment in 
behalf of Christians, and protests against their beiug punished 
simply for being Christians when they have done no wrong 
Even though the Christians do not honor the gods, they are not 
athvists, for they worship the one true Cod, whe is the Creator 
and Ruler of the universes? ‘hey are accused of matdiaess for 
assigning the second place after the immutable and eternal God 
and Father of all things to a crucified man; but in this is a 
mystery, concerning which he would enlighten his readers?” 

The expression tpwrdroxes mdéons xtivews does not appear in the 
First Apolagy, but wpwreroxes occurs in five passages?* ‘hus in 
1] Apol. 23, 2, St. Justin affirms that Jesus Christ alone is property 
Son begotten of God, being essentially His Logos, Firstborn, and 
Power, and by His will becoming man (‘Ineaaiiy Xperras povos iBiws 
vias 7 Deo yeyévvnrar, Adyos abroi inrapywy Kal rmpwrotoxos nai divas, 
Kai TH Bovdy atrod yevopevas avOpumas). The three terras Adyes, 
apwrdToxes, and Stvayis, attached here co-ordinately to imdpyav 
{being essentially, or by erigin), are equivalent expressions for 


* movos iius vids TH Gag yeyerynrar (f Apal. 23, 2); wovoyerns yap Bre Hy 
tw warpl rey Shey otros, lBiws #£ abroad Adyos Kai Otvamss yeyerrnudvos (Dial. 
105, 1}. 

*6rt Gaxhy wpa mévrwv xriopdrov 6 Gedt yeyévenxe Sbyauiv tiva €€ davrod 
Aoyinny (Dial. 61, t)5 roiire rd re Seri dod rov wrarpds wpoPkntir ydvenua 
wed TdvTwr THY wonudTey cUMAy TH warpi. .. drt Kal dpxy xpd wdvrey rwy 
wonudray rovr’ gird Kai yevenyna ded rev Bead dyeyérvyro (tal. 62, 4); re 
yeyereHada: rd rov watpos rovra rd yéyynua mpd warruwy dahas Tay Krigpdrey 
(Hial. 120, 4). 

OF Apoal, 1-5. 

F Apol, fi, 1; 13, 1. 

‘27 Apol, 13, 4. 

**y Apol, 23, 2; 33, 6; 46, 2; 53, 2; 63, E5. 
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this only Sou who had been Geyolten of God in the strict sense of 


the term. Son, Logos, Firstborn, and Power, as used here of the 
pre-jacarnate Christ, denete one and the same Divine Verson by 
reason of His origin from the Warher, Vhe contrast of trdpywy 
with yevoxeros reminds anc of St. Pauls & poppy Gent trdpywr 
1. & Gpodware avOpirwy yevoperos,t® which St. Justin probably 
hed in mind. 

In ¥ Apol. 33, 4-6, St. Justtu speaks of the Annuuciation, and 
after referring to the Power anu Spirit by which the Incarnation 
was accomplished. states that this Spirit and Power are nothing 
other than the Logos, who is alsv the Firstborn of Girl (+d wretize 
oty kat Thy Sivayw ryy mapu rad Geo aiSiy dAAo . . . 3 rév Adyou, Os 
Kai zpwrdrexes TH Ocw éate), arid that it was this Spint which came 
upon the Virgin, and overshadowing hier, caused her to conceive, 
not by intercourse, bai by power (Kat retro €A@ar ext tip mapGevoy 
Kal €rirxuicav ob &a cuvovetus GAAG bie Guecyens epxiyora xaréoryee). 
Although both the Logos and the toly Ghost coutd rightly be 
called ‘spicié and power, St. Justin failed to sce that the text of 
St, Luke, which he quoted, referred to the dioly Ghost rather thau 
te the Logos, and he thus made the Logos to appear ta be the 
instrument of Tiis own incarnation.2®° It is the pre-incarnate 
Logos which is called the Virstborn of God, Firsthorn then in this 
passage also is a title originating in the divinity of Christ, and 
implying generation from the Father. 

Writing in I Apol. 46, 1-2 against those who would urge that 
Christ was rather recent, having been born only one hundred and 
fifty years ago, St. Justin maintains that Christ hed a prior exist- 
ence to His earthly one, being the Firstborn of God and the Logas 
of whom every rave of men were partakers?® (ray Xpusrdv mpwrd- 
toxoyv Tou @eot elyar . . . Adyor Gvz7a ait nav yévas avOpenrev peréoxe), 
and that thase who lived according to reason before His coming, 


** Phat. IT, §-21. 
See also J Apol, 46, 5; 42, 2. The same idea occurs in other early 


writings. See Lebretou, Htsteire du diogme de la Frinité, ed. 8, Paria 
1927, t. E, p. 384; Goodenough, Fhe Theology of Justin Martyr, Fena 1923, 
pp. 18i-is2. 

Of. 12 Apot. 10; 14a. For a diseussion of the Adyes eweprarixes, gee 
Goodenough, op. ett., pp. 163-167, 214-224. 
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really were Christians although accounted atheists. Again it is 
the pre-incarnate Logos, wlio is called the Firsthorn of God. 

in I Apol. 53, 2, St. Justin asks the question: For with what 
reason should we believe of a crucified mau that Tle is the Firest- 
born of the unbegotten Ged (dre xpwrdsoxos ros ayervijre: Oca éare), 
aud that He will hold judgment on the whole race of man, except 
we found testimonies proclaimed of Jlim befyre Lle came and 
hecame man (zpiv 7 €AGeiv abréy dvGpwroy yevdpevev) .. . 2? In this 
passage, the pre-existenee of Christ is assumed. The ‘ crucified 
man’ is more than a mere man, for He existed before becoming 
man as the Firsthorn of the unbegetten God. Firathorn then is 
here also x title implying origin by generation from the Father. 

In Tf Apol. 8, 15-16, St. Fustin argues that it was not the Father 
of al] things, but the Son of God who spoke with Moses at the 
Burning Bush. Christ Himself upbraided the Jews for knowing 
nether the Father vor the Son? They who say that the Son Js 
the Father, are preved neither to know the Father, nar that the 
Father of all things has a Son, who being the Logos and Firstborn 
of God, is also essentially Cod (art €yTiy was To Tarpi Tov GAwy ... 
bs Adyos xal wpurdroxos dy rot @eot, cai Geds trdpyer}.t® The who 
formerly appeared to Moses and the other prophets mare recently 
became man of a virgin according to the purpose of the Father, 
for the salvation af the human race. Again Firstborn is used as 
# title of the pre-incarnate Logos, The Jogos of God is Flis Son 
(6 Adyos 8% trot Geot fara & vids adroi),'* and therefore no mere 
power or attribute, but a real person. The Firstboru js by His 
very nature God (eds tadpyea). 

In the First Apology then, the term wpwrdroxos is a title of the 
pre-incaruate Logos, aud implies His natuce rather than any office 


: z or mission conferred upon Him by the FPather.*° The rpurdroxes 
Oo vou Meow OY 7H Ged signifies a real offspring accarding te the Jivine 
: Nature. As the pre-inearnate Logos and Christ in the flesh are 
ad ane and the same person, Christ in the flesh, who is simply the 
Ey 

i T Mate. X1, 27. 


18 Regarding the reading és xai Ad-yos rpwrdroxos see Otto, op. ctt., vol, I, 
| i p. 174, 0, 20. 
| alt 187 Apel. 3, 4. 

20 St. Athanasius and other writers will interpret the wpwréroxes of the 
* syncatubasis ” or deseent of the Son to be the Father’s egent in creation. 
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Logos incarnate, is still properly culled Logos, Son, Power, Only- 
begotten and Firstboru of ¢rod, 

The First Apology never dates the generation of the Tiogos or 
Son by the ervation. In this respect, it coffers trom &@ passage In 
the Second Apology"? and from several passages wi the Dialogue. 
Neither has it auy phraseciogy in which the Loves could he nuter- 
preted as having been merely Lagoz before hevoming Sonm* The 
Logos is always Son. Althougl the veneration cf the Logos-Sen 
is not stated explicitly to bave been from eternity, there 1s no 
expression 13 the Furst Apology which wonld ceonflick with the 
iden Of an eternal generation, aad there are several which would 
pre-suppose it. Thus God is said to be unchangeable and eternal,* 
and alone to be worshipped; 7° yet the Loges-Sou is called God,** 
and is worshipped as sueh by the Christians.?! 

Neither TPwTOTAKOS PeLerays KTivrews NOT T pwTOToKos eecnur in the 


277 Apol, fh, 3. 

 Piakh 1,4, 3: G2, 4; HM, 2, 4; 128, 4. 

"3 do not know hew to deny, that, heth in the East and in the West, 
there are writers, otherwise Cathelie and arthadox in their theology, who 
use language coucerntug the Divtac Sonship, which can hurdly be @istin- 
guished from what in &t. Auyustine’s day would have heen considered 
heretival, or clase upon heresy. The doctrine, which they favor, is the 
Temporal Gennesis; viz, that the Mterna? Word was not son from ever- 
lasting, bul beeame the Son before tle creation in order to be its ereatar. 
.+. That these writers held both the eternity and the hypostatic existence 
ef the Word, j think beyond dunbt , . . still that they believed in His 
eternity, Viewed as Lhe Son, I cannot persuade myself, Wf their langtage is 
the index of their belief.’ Newman, Treats Thculoyteal ard Beelestastical, 
London 1918, pp. 227-228. “The opinion which YT have been deserthiug ja 
as far as words vo, definitely held by Justin, Tatian, Theophilus, Methodius, 
in the Eust: by Hippelytus, Tertuliaw. Novatian, Lactauntius, Zene, and 
Vietorinus, in the West; nid that with so plain an identity of view in 
these various writers, and with such evact characteristies, that we eannot 
explain it away inte carelessness of writing, personal idiosyncracy, or the 
inluence of some particular sehoaol; but ure foreed to consider it as the 
‘common property of them all, sa that we uity interpret ane writer by the 
other, and Wlastrate or supply fram the rest wiat is obscure or defieient 
ineach.” Newruan, Phe Avigus uf the Fourth Century, London 1933, p. £17. 

717 Anal, 13, 4. 

"fF Apel, 16, 6; 17, 3. 

7 Apol, 03, 15. 

ty pol. 6, 2; 14, 3, 4; 49, 1; G5, 3: 67, 8. 
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Secoud Apology, but there is an interesting passege (4£6) tegari- 
ing the pre-existent Logos and Son, whase interpretation hears on 
our problem. In this much discussed passage, St. /ustim speaks 
of the unbegotten Pather of all things, aud seams to say that this 
Son, who alone is property called Sou, the ogvus who is with Him 
and is begotten before the creatures, when in the beginning through 
flim fie created and ordered all, is called Christ (4 4€ aids dxedrov, 
& pdvos Acyopevos Kupiuas vies, 6 Adyos wad Tuy qotpdtay Kal aLray Kel 
Yervapnevos, Ore THY Upyny Bb aura mayra extive Kut exOopere, Nuraras 
. . . Adyerac}). Tf the away and yervepevos are taker together as 
parallel states of the Logos (and the double «at judieates that 
they should be so taken}. the dre clause would modify ihe eom- 
bination, and the meaning would be that He who coexists with 
the Faiher is nevertheless in the process of being begotten, and 
that this was the state of affairs before anything was erertel.™ 
Tf, on the other hand, ower and yervayxevos are tuken as suceessive 
states of the Logos, with the dre clause modifying only yercevos, 
the meaning would be that the Logos who coexisted with the 
Father was begotten (or born) as Son only when God the Fatlier 
was about to create the universe. The latter interpretation would 
give ua the so-called two-state Logos theory, with awa referring 
to the Logos as immanent {Adyos épS:dGev00}, and yevusipevus refer- 
ring to it as expressed {Adyos wpodopixas). Those who favor this 
latter interpretstion generally regard the Legos in ita first state 
as an Jmpersonal power latent within the Divine Nature, which at 
the creation is begotten (or bern) into personal existence as Son,”° 
They really mis-interpret the analogy of the Adyos evSid@eros xut 
wpopopxis, for the Aeyos évSuaéerus as generally miderstood hy the 
philosophers was not the latent power of thinking, but a real 
thought within the mind, while the Acyos wpogopixds was simply 
this same thought uttered in speech. Understood in this sense 


** Goodenough, ap. cit., p. 154, 

a0 Sed yervacéa: est Justino verbum sollemne, quo demanstret Adyor qui 
una aderat cum deo scl. tanquam attributum divinum (avvar, Rempe rp 
warpi.—Dinl, ce. 62: wad xdvrwr ree wanudrwr gueyy r@ warpi~—h.e, tan- 
quam ¢ius mens: Adyos evdidderos), unte mundi creztionem (dre tHe dpyay 
x7d.} forma hypostatica indutum esse (yervoueros: Adyus mpodtpixos). Otto, 
ap. ert., vol. I, t. l, p. 238. mn. 4. Seo Semisch, Justta der Martyrer, Breslau 
1840-2, L{, 278 ff. 
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there is no essential «itferenwe between the Adyes évduiferes and 
the Asyos xpodopixds, and the Fathers who spoke of (Christ in terms 
of this analogy vive no iulication of understanding any difference. 
This passage, in stating: the ge neests of the San ar Loves in refer- 
ence to creation, has more alliuity with corti pussiges 31 bite 
Dialogue 8 than with aay in the Frat Apology, nid ots at indie 
eation that the Second Apology is probally chaser in time to the 
Dialogue than to the Pivet Apology. 

In the Dialowue, St. -ftistin is concerned p timanily with proving 
to Trypho that the crucifiid rian whom the Ukristians Worship 18 
not only the Messiag promised of ole to the dews, but the very 
Son of God pre-existing hefure the ages, whi became man of the 
Virgin, and is to be worshipped by altas God.? Prypho dumands 
proof from Scripture (het the Spirit of Prophecy ever spoke of 
apother besides the Maker of the universe as bemge God; 4? tr 
answer to whieh, St. Justin aruzures thal He who appoared at 
various times to Abrahani, dacoh, ancl Moses in the fortn of an 
angel, and is sometimes called God and Lord, was not Cred the 
Father and Maker of all things, but the Son of Ged, who later 
became man, and is known as Jesus Christ.” 

In #61, he brings further proof from Sertpture that there is 
Another besides the Maker of the universe who Is called God. 
Identifying Christ with the Divine Wisdom of Proverbs WITT, 
2297.34 St. Justin argues that Cod has begotten as a Beginning 
before ail creatures @ certain intelligent Power from Flimself, whe 
is called by the FFoly Spirit the Glory of the Lord, and sometimes 
Sen, and sometimes Wisdom, and sometimes Angel, and some- 
times God, and sometimes Lord and bogos.  <Althongh the 


*° Dial. 61; 62, 4; 129, 4. 
Fal, 4B; 63, 5; 136, 3; 142, 3. 
77 Deal. 50, 1. 
*5 Dial, 56-60; 127. 
“Kiaos extriséy pe apyyr odev adroit els tpya adrod, 
mpd rou aluvos eGenediwcdy we dv dpx7, 
mpd rov thy yar wornjoat xal mad rou ras ¢8tecous rarqoat, 
mpo Tat mpothSeiy ras mnyas tay ddroy, 
wpd rov Spy éfparPhvat, 
mpd 3€ wavrwe Sovrds yevva fe. wrk. 
“Sbr: dpxny mpd wavruy tov xrigudrav & Geds ‘yeyerrnxe 8tvaul> tive €£ 
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Sepluagint translation which St. Jusiin quotes at Jongth speaks 
of the Divine Wisdom as being both * created ** the beginnurg ai 
God’s ways for His works” and “ begotten before atl the hills,” 
St. Justin uses only the term “begotten 7 o) his argumant Tos 
indicate that this intelligent Power begotten by €rod from TTin- 
self was distinct without diminishing tis any way the Divine 
o Nature, St, Justin proposes two analogies. The ttret is that oi 
Me the uttered word. When we put forth any word we give tt birth, 
7 puiting it forth, not by 4 cutting off us if the word within ws was 


Hit lessened {Adyoyr yup tia mpofarAorvres, AOyou yervapicy, alt xera 


ararouny, ws ¢Aarrafavar tov ev auiv Adyor, mpoPadAcpzerai}. The 
other analogy is that of one fire bejng enkindled from another 
without in any way diminishing 1t.°° St. Justin says further that 
the Logos or Wisdom will TWimself testify, lieing this God liegotien 
of the Father of ali things, and the Tiogos, and Wiscom, and 
Power, and Glory of the One who begat Hisn (papripijoe bf poo 6 
Adyos THs ondias, atros dy obras 6 Meds dah rev surpos Tew AUF 
yevinfeis, xal Anyos nati aodia wai Atvvuprs wai Sofa ror -yevvrprarzes 
‘i trdpyov). It is not a mere metaphorical generation which &. 
| Justin has in view here, but a real peneration from the Father. 

In #62, St. Justin brings forward still another proof from 
Scripture, by explaming the plural of “Yuet us make man,”* 


tavrov Aoyenhe, Ares cal dofa xvpiav Gro tol wrebparos rov dyiov «xaXetra, 
word & vids, word B& qogia, wore b¢ Gyyedkos, wore S¢ Geds, wore SE xvpios Kail 
H Adyos.. .. Dial. fil, 1. Maranus comments on the dpyay wad wavrwr: 
f “ Reddendum non duxi, ‘initio ante omnia’ sed ‘ principiui aute emaia.’ 
1. “ Neque etiim haec de arvterua Filii pemeratione aecipienda sunt, sed eum 
Pater ante mandi creationem principium genunisse dicitur.’ {P.@. VE, 
eo]. 613, a. 77). Cardinal Newmen, however, asks: “Where docs Justin 
| apeak of any other gennesis hut this temporat one? and what grounds are 
there for saying this is not real and natural? ’’ {7'racts Theol. and Zee., 
London 1913, p. 251). 
Ly "* Aquila, Pheodotian, and Symmuchus have éexrjgare facquired). See 
aed Field, Origints Hexaplorum quae supcreunt, Oxford 1873, t, II, p. $26. The 
| beet Vulgate has “ possedit.” The Hebrew has %)3p from iM} meaning 

r ‘| “acquire,” Cf. Brown, Driver, Briggs, A Hebrew and Hnalish Lexicon af 
iil’ t the id Testament, Oxford 1906, Burnev (Jour, Theol. Siud., 1926, pp. 
160-172) argues for “ begat,” 

| °7 dos éx gwrds was Incarporated inta the Creed at Nicaca in 325, C#, St, 
4 Athanasius, De &ecretis Nacaenae Synodi 23 (P.G. XXV, col. 456 D), 
hid 48 Gen. I, 26. 
| 
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and “Adam has become one of us.’?%? tle maintains that the 
Father on these occasions did not converse with Jfimself, with 
the elements, or with the anyvels, but with one who was distinct 
in number from himself and pogseased of renson {xat dpifad dyre 
érepov, Kai Aoyexdy erepxerre). namely this offspring, which in 
reality was put forth from the Father before al] His works and 
coexisted with FEltyn (daAaé satro 7d rm dere ard rot razpds xpoBAnfiv 
yeveypa Too wayToy Trav wornmdituy Guvyy Ta Warpi, Kul ToUTH B warp 
apocomAre}. Ile apain appenls to Proverbs VITf, 22 for confir- 
maation, saying that whut is called) Wisdom by Relomon was begot- 
ten of God both as a Beginning (princpium) belore alt the works, 
and as an Offspring (G7 Kal dpyry mp0 wUVRMY Tey TONLE TOY Tov” 
atTd Kat yervysa wo Ton Geav eveyerenTo). Here hoth dpxq and 
yerrqua are atirtbuted to fhe same act of Divine generation. 
In #6125, St. Justin returus to the same cirele of wleas. Amticl- 
piting the Jewish abjechon that what the Sertptures call Angel, 
Lord, or Lazos in the ¢livine appearances to the Patriarchs is but 
the mode in which the Father manifestect Iimeclt, St. Justin 
explicitiy rejects (he modalistic analogy uf the sun and its light 
in which this idea was expressed, and insists again on the analogy 
of one fire being enkindled trom another, each being distinct from 
the other. Ile insists that this Power, which Seripture calls both 
God and Angel, is not distinguished by name only, as is the light 
in yespect to the sun, but is something distinct in actual number 
(Gr. Svvapis atry, Hy «al Geov wxurer 6 wpodyrios Adyos . . . mat 
dyyeAov, ody ws 76 rot HAlov PGs dvOpart porary dpiGpetrat, dAAG Kat 
dpidiun erepoy te éxte). 

To offset the possible inference that there might be two Gods, 
St. Justin makes the corrective statement that this Power was 
horn not by a cutting off as though the Being of the Father were 
divided, as all other things, when they ure divided and cut off, are 
not the same as before being ent off (ot xara dxnrouyy, os arope 
pilogevys THs TOU ratpos efaias, Grota ra aAAa rdvTa pepttopeva Kat 
TELVO Ee ob Ta abrad étru & xal pie tanbyver). St, dustin is eyi- 
dently struggling to express the idea of u distinction of persons 
in God without sacrificing that of the unity of flis nature, and 
it is remarkable how well he succeeds, The analogies used, and 


5” Gen. ItI, 22. 
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individual expressions may be faulty, but the general drift of 
his explanation to Trypho clearly indicates what the Christian 
Tradition on the subject was. 

In 37129, St. Justin returns to the passage from Proverbs 
(VILE, 22 ff.), and remarks that this offspring: mentioned in the 
text was begotten by the Father before all creatures whatsoever 
(O71 yeyerrgoba: ord Tov watpds TovTe 7O yereypa Mad mdvray dws 
rav «twpdrev). This is perhaps the clearest statenierit in df, 
Justin that the generation of tha Logos or Son was uot only ante- 
cedent {o ereation, but entirely trgnseendent ta creation, tnd not 
eonditigned hy it im any way. It is in the light of such a state- 
ment that other statements less clear should be interpreted. That 
st. Justin is speaking of 4 real gencration according to nulure and 
not of a metaphorical one is verified in the remark which follows 
that everyone will admit what is begotten is numerically distinct 
from the hegetler { xai ra yervmpoevoy TOU -yervavray apc eT¢ par carrey 
mas oaricoiy syodoyjoee). Sust as parent and child are distiiet 
persons, so is the Son a distinet person from the Father who 
begat ILnn, 

Phese passages in the Dialogue, since they are atientated from 
the text of Proverbs VIEI, 22 ff., which speaks of Divine Wisdom 
as antedating creation, likewise speak of the Son as being begotten 
before creation. There is a passage, however, which, more like 
the passages in the First Apology, speaks of the begetting of the 
Son without any reference to creation. Thus in #105, although 
the word Oniy-begotten (evoyerys) had not been used in the dis- 
cussion, St. Justin says that he has already shown that Christ 
was the Only-hegotten of the Father of the universe, being properly 
begetten from Ifim as Logos aud Power and was afterwards made 
man of the Virgin, as we have learned from the Memoirs 
(Movoyevas yap Ste Hv TG xarpt tray Gdwv oliros, tdiws €& abroi Adyos 
cai Sivayis yeyerynuévos, Kai darepov dvOpwros a ras wapGévov yevd- 


pevos, as dro roy dropvnpoveruatay épabouer ). The iStws e€ avrod 
Agyos xai Stvepiy yeyerrqeéevos can only mean a real generation 
according to nature, and not a metaphorical one. No reference is 
made to creation. In #126, St. Justin says that if Trypho had 
understood what had been said by the prophets, he would not have 
denied that Christ is God, Son of the only and begotten, and 
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ineffable God {atx dv eénpveiobe atriv dia: Gedv, tov pdyov xat 
dyevprov xai dppnrav Geot visv). In the Dialogue then as m the 
Apologies, Logos, Power, Onty-begotten, Offspring, aud Son, when 
used of Christ in Htis pre-incarnate fe, imply Ths origin by 


generation from the Falher, St. Justin’s fusndumental thesis is 


that Christ is God, and not a creature, 

The passages of the Dialogue thus far considered do not contain 
the term xpwreroxos, but they do contain some staterments regard- 
ing the generation of the Son in reference to creatures. Of the 
six passages *° containing rpwrdrexes, we shall first consider 3100, 
2, since it seems to furnish a key for the understandimg of the 
ethers. St. Justin writes that Christ Himself revealed te us all 
those things which we have learned from the Seriptures hy fits 
grace, having come to know Elim as the Firsthorn of God and 
before ali creaturés (yrovres auroy TpiaTUTaxey pat pov Bead xual po 
tayrwy Tay xrurparoy), “ud son of the Patriarchs, smce Ie took 
flesh of a virgin who was of their race, and cndured becoming 
Mian without form and janor, and Hable to suffering (xai tov 
Watpiapyav way, ererdy, Ga THs dard yévovs atrdy wmaphleveu capxomombes, 
urGpwros dadys Kul dros Kat wuGyrdos tmcpeve yevéeoGar}. Flere agam 
we have the same succession of ideas regarding Uhrist in ITis pre- 
incarnate and in Flis incarnate life, which occur so frequently, yet 
with slightly varying plrraseology throughout the Dialogue. Christ 
in FRis pre-incarnate existence ts not the first of creatures, for He 
is before them all, belug the Firstborn ot God, and consequently 
God by nature. The zpwrdrexes tot Gcot xai rpé wayruy Tay xticpdtor 
is most prohably St. Justin’s wmterpretation of apursroxes mags 
MTU CUs. 

In #84, St. Justin writes that the sign to be given as a sure 
proof to the lumun race would be that the Firstborn of al) crea- 
tures would become incarnate through a yirgin’s womb, and really 
become ux child (da wap@enens pyrpas tov apwrorexov Tay TayTwer 
Tonparer dapxonoinbévta GAnGas wudior yeréobac}. The pre-existence 
of the TpaToToKey Tay mwavrey TOMpaTwy 18 impbed, but nothing fur- 
ther can be gathered from the passage itself regarding the meaning 
of the expression. As St. Justin’s fundamental thesis is that 
Christ is God and not a creature, the mpwrdraxes here can not be 


© Dial. 84, 2; 85, 2; 100, 2; 116, 3; 125, 3; 138, 2. 
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classed with the woujpare. With 7¢100 as the key, the interpro- 
tation would be that He who its the Firsthorn of God and before 
ail creatures, became incarnate through a yirgin’s womb, 

In #£85, St. Justm speaks of the devils being subdued and over- 
come when exorcized in the name of this very One who is the Soa 
of God and Firsthorn of every creature, and was born of a virgin, 
and became man lable to suffering (xara yap rov dvdparos abroi 
rourav Tov utow Tov Ment Kat rpwrordxoy rays KTigews, Kai dic wapHerov 
yevvafevros Kat mwaSyTot yevouevou dvOpumov). Ilere we meet the 
compicte expression azpwrérexos mdans xrigews Tor the first time i 
St. Justin, but no conclusion beyoud the implied pre-existence of 
the xpwrorexov rdoqs Krigeas can be drawn from the pussaye alone. 
Again £106 will furnish the key. Neither #116 (84 rot dyouaras 
rou mpwrordnoy aizod viov}, Dot #125, where St. Justin speaks of 
the angel who wrestled with Jacob as being nevertheless Cod, since 
Fle is Son, Firstborn of all creatures ({@ear 5€ ex rot elrac téxvor 
mpurdtoxey toy dAav xtioudrev), Olfer any difficulty im the light of 
what has already been said. 

In #$138, we have the other passage in which the entire phrase 
mpwraTroxes mdéons «tioews OccUTS. Tn this passage, St. Justin draws 
a comparison between the mission of Noe and that of Christ, say- 
ing that Noe, his wife, three sons and their wives, making eight 
persons in number, were a type of that day on which our Christ 
appeared when {le rose from the dead, which in number is indeed 
the eighth, but in power is always the first (the eighth day is the 
beginning of a new week), for Christ being the Firstborn of every 
creature (4 yap Xporés, wpwrdroxes wdoys xrigews oy), has become 
also again the Beginning of another race which was begotten anew 
by Him («at dpyy wad ddrdou yévous yéyovey roti avayervyfévros im’ 
airot). As Noe became the head of a new race after the flood, so 
did Christ after His resurrection, only the race of which Christ 
became the head was one regenerated by Him according to the 
apirit. In the wdAw is the implication that Christ had heen the 
épyy of a race before, and by dpyy is evidently meant not 4 mere 
‘inifium’ but the ‘principium’ by which the race came into 
being at the time of the creation, or into a new state of being after 
the resurrection, Christ was the dpxyy of the original creation, 
being the ‘principium’ through which the Father created all, 
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He was also the dpyy of the redeemed. Although xpwreroxas wdags 
xrigews is not explained, it is clear that the expression ts a title of 
the pre-incarnate Christ. Jn Jljs pre-incurnate existence, Christ 
is both wpwréraxos ways xrivews abd dayy; tn His work of redemp- 
tion He becomes au dpyy again, by reason of anather function. 
With 3£100 as the key ucadn, AMITOTAKOS ries Kilgews 3S applied 
to Christ in His pre-incarnate life simply means Firsiborn of God 
before every creature. 

in the Dialogue as in the Apologies, mpmrdroxas, as used of Christ 
jn His pre-incarnate state, implies His generation from the Father. 
This generation is stated as having taken place hefore creation. 
Do the expressions mpd wavray ray xtiopdrev,) apa mdyray rev 
rompatwy,** mpd aicvey.** mpiv tory Kagpov yevésGas,** apd aonjcews 
xoopov ** ag used by St. Justin imply eternity? ‘The coneept of 
eternity was na new idea for either the Jews or Cirecks, For the 
Jews, who believed in creation,’* time began with creation; ** for 
the Greeks, who held ihe eternity ef matter, fime began with 
formation of the heavens.**® ‘Phe expression ‘befare creation,’ or 
‘before all creatures,’ would very probably connote eternity in the 
minds of both immediately. St. Justin, as a matter of fact, neither 
affirms nor denies explicitly the eternity of the Logos or Son, whom 
he calis the Firsthorn of God. He daes, however, in addition to 
such phrases as ‘ before all creatures,’ make a number of statements 


from which the doctrme could be inferred.** 


“ Dial. 63, 1; 100, 2; 129, 4. «Dial, 127, 2. 
“2 Dial, 62, 4; 100, 4; EZ Apol. 6,3. Dial. 56, 10. 
48 Dial, 48, 3. Gen I, 1-31. 


1 Wor Lime there was not hefore there was un world” (xpévos yap obx 
fw xpd xécuov}. “Time hogan either simultaneously with the world or 
After it” (dA # obey abrsé yeyorery Gf per’ albrov). Philo, De Optfcio Mundi, 
Vil; of. LXJ. “ But God is the maker of time a}so, for He ix the father 
af time’s father, thal is, afi the universe, and has cazused the movementa 
of the one to he the seurce of the generation of the ather. ... For God's 
life is not @ time but eternity ... and in eternity there is no past nor 
future, hut only present existence.” (év alotye 62 atre rapednAusev ovder otra 
HeAAe, GAAa porew Udearnxev). Philo, Guod Meus immutabifis sit, VIL 

#9 vodvos 5° obp per otpave’ yéyorey Plato, Timmaecus, 37. See Zeller, Piato 
and the Gider Academy, Jaondon 1888, pp. 36, 382. 

* “Avant la création, je temps n’existe pas. 1 conmmence avec Je change- 
ment jinhérent 4 Pidée de eréature. ... Refuser Véternité au Verbe, c’ett 


cieormmereees SO. ee 


t = os 


Sr. Es oe 


oe 


* toe “es ” 


eo oe, s, a, 


14 Firsiborn of Every Creature 


St. Justin believed that there was but one God, eternal, nnchange- 
able, und aleue to be worshipped.*« As a Pagan, he had Jearned 
the Platonic definition of God: “ That which is ever the same, 
and the cause of being to all ereaturos”? (ro mara ra atta xa 
wrattes ae tyov xat rou eva, waa tais dAAas altioy, ravz’ bh) ere 6 
@cés), and this definition he still found satisfactory“! Now the 
hogos, he calls Ged, and although ja arguing with Trypho he 
refers to H[tm as érepos or dAAos @eds, ho is carerul to uraicate tat 
while the Logos is distinct numerically {érepos dpifma), at is not 
by a cutting off (of «ard dwarogjv) as if the Being of ihe Father 
were divided (ads axropeptLoperns THs TOU warpoy otuias).2"  ‘Thic etoile 
ot the Father is communicated te the Logos or Son without 
any division or chauge, so that both Father and Son possess 
it individually and completely, and by inference from the 
unchangeableness of God one eauld conclude that this hac abways 
been 30, 

On the basis of these same ideas, there sheald be no suborcdina- 
tion of the Son to the Father within (he Gedhead in respect 
te the Divine Nature, St. Justin, however, never takes up the 
considaration as such of the inner life of the Godhead, Ite is 
mainiy concerned in explaining Christ to Jew and Gentile as the 
Son of God through whom the croation came to be, ia whom the 
will of the Father is revealed to creatures, and by whom fallen 
man was redeemed; in other words, in the activities of the Son 
‘ad extra’ as the minister (imypérns} of the Father.** There are, 
however, come passages which ean not be so easily explained, as 
for instance, when it is said that the Logos was begotten according 
to the will of the Father,** just as it is said that the Logos became 
raun of a virgin according to the will of the Father.*S Then too 


été, dans ces conditions, un manque de Jogique évident. Aucune philosophie 
he pauvail conduire Justin A ce paratogisme. De fait, aucun texte n’est 
clair dans re sens.” Lagrange, Saint Justin, Paris 1914, pp. 171-172. 

* Dial 11,1, 4; £ Apol. 13, 4; 16, 6; 17, 8; ZZ Apol. 7, 9. 

* Dial. 3, 5. 

88 Dial, 28, 4. 

69 Dial. 57, 3; 58, 9; 60, 5; 128, 43 128, 5; 127, 4. 

S Hial. G1, 1; 1L27, 4; 128, 4. There is no passage in the Apologies in 
which the generation of the Logos is said to be ‘according to the Father's 
will,’ Bovag and #Anua seem to be interchangeable in St, Justin. 

" f dpol. 23, 2; 46, 5; G3, 16; £2 Apet. G, 5; Dial, 87, 2. 
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the Father is considered ag so transcendent to creation as to be 
unable fe appear in it excepting through mtermeiiaries.”” In spite 
.of fhese inaccuracies aid imperfections of statemeut, one must 
admire how firmly St. Justin held that the Logos-Son was not a 
creature, but of the essence of God which is unchangeable and 
eternal, and seach doctrine when thought out to its logical conclu- 
sions 18 Witimately incompatible wiih any subordimatanisa: of 
nature.°? 

The question may be raisect here whether St. Justtn, in speaking 
of the gennests of the Logos, is not thinking m terms of birth 
The verb yerrav *§ means not only * to 


rather than generation. 
beget’ on the part of the Futlier, but also ‘to conceive, ‘to bear,’ 


“to bring forth in birth? on ihe part of the mother. Lt is a general 
term covering the whole er any part of the process of bringing 
inta existence new living besnys fron other liviig beiuga. Birth 
ig siinply fhe end of the process, and iniplies a previous begetting, 


io buman eeneration, tyro sexes are invelved, and the offspring 
i 3 ? 3 
tn the divine genera- 


becomes an entirely separate being at birth. 
tion of the Logos, sex is not tayolved, nor is the Logos ever sepa- 
rated from the Diyine Mssence. The one and only Divine Itssence 
is communicated completely by God the Father to His Logos or 
Bon, so that each possesses it completely without any division or 
_ cutting off, Unlike human generation and birth which involve a ~ 
' process over a period of time, the divine generation aud birth of a 
. the Logos coincide in one eternal act. Did St. Justiu, however, 78 
‘think of the gennesis of the Logos aa a process, with an eternal, Ry 
necessary begetting Sin sinu Patris,” and then a temporal birth z 
by the will of the Father at the beginning of time for the purpose te 
of creation, thus becoming the Firstborn of creation? Although wail 
‘brought forth’ could be substituted for ‘begat’ in the passages 


involved, there would be no passage indivating the eternal, neces- 
sary begetting ‘in sinu Patris.’ In #62, 4, St. Fustin had spoken 


5 ial, 127, 2, 4. 
"7 Blunt, Zhe tpafogics of Justin Martyr, Cambridge 191k, p. XXUIT. 


sas |. de utroHbet parente .. . et in matre quidem tam de conceptione 
dicitur quam de partu.” Zorell, Lextcou Graceum Nort Testamentt, ed. 2, ; 


Paris 19381, col. 247. 
** Newman, Tracts Theological and Heclesiasitcal, London 1913, pp. 229, 


254. 
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of the Offspring which had been pul forth hy the Father before 
all His works as coexisting and conversing with the Father at the 
time of creation {rovra ro ta dvr awd rou ratpos mpofAnsey yérvyna 
TpO wavray Tuy TonaTwr ouryY Ta TaTpt, Kat TOUT O TaTHP MpoToLreE). 
in #100, 4, in place of the usual “ begvtten hefore all creatures,” 
St. Justin bas “came forth before all creatures” (xpo mivrav 
ronparav dro warpos Suvdpe: abrod xai Bava; awpoecAGoyra}. [ys the 
“putting forth” or the “coming forth” of the Bon before all 
creatures a different act from the “ begetting ” of the Son before 
ail creatures’ Most probably he had one and the same act in view, 
for in #62, 4 (if we can trust the existing text), he couples dpyy 
and yévvyua as resulting from the one act of generation (or xa! 
apy?) mpO mavrwy toy watnparwy Totr’ atrd Kat yévynua iad rou Geot 
éyeyérvnro). Af this act be considered from human analogy as 
referring to birth rather than to “ begetting,” the Logos then 
would haye come forth in birth xs Son to be the dpx} of the uni- 
verse. This would give us the two-state Logos theory, but if is 
doubtful if St. Justin ever knew the theory as such. Some of his 
phraseology, however, may have prepared the way for it. Com- 
mentators will prohubly continue differing in their interpretations, 
unless a better text, or some of the lost works of St. Justiu, come 
to light. 

Tatiau (220-185?) was born in Assyria, most probably of Pagan 
parents.°° He travelled extensively, studied many philosophies, 
and finally became a Christian.*t In Rome, he was a hearer of 
St. Justin.*? After the martyrdom of St, dustin, he came under 
Gnostic influences, and about the year 172 he began professing 
Encratite doctrines.*? Soon after, he left Rome for the Hust, and 
set up a school in his native land. He seems to have had a can- 
siderable influence among Syrian-speaking people, particularly 
through his harmony of the four Gospels, known as the Diates- 
seron. His “Address to the Greeks” was written probably after 
the martyrdom of St. Justin, but before his own defection fram 


*? Address 42; Epiplanius, Zeresics 46; Puech, Histoire de ta Littérature 
Grecque Chrétienne, Paris 1926, t. II, pp. L7t-172. 

1 Address 29. 

° Trenseus, Adv. Hacr. ¥, 24, 1; Eusebius, H. B. IV, 29, 1. 

*2Nusebius (Mie Griechischen Christlichen Schriftsteller der eraten dret 
Jehrhundcri¢g}, Leipzig 1913, VII, I, p. 206. 
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the faith. It shows some similarities to passages jn St, Justin, but 
Tatian, unlike St. Justin, disliked and ever ridiewed philosophy." 

Regarding God, Tatian sitvs that our God did uct hegin to be 
in time (6s 6 nod" jas ode exer oterragw & xpovev)."° Being 
glone without beginning, fle Plimself is the Principle of atl 
things (poves dvapyos Gy, xai abros tmdpyew roy dAav dpxy}. God 
ig a Spirit not pervading matter (avreipa & Oehs, av Sujxov Sa rips 
bags), but the Meker of muterial spirits and of the forms which 
are in matter (myjermatav Sé bAutY Kal ray cy ubry ox_dTwY KaTa- 
greworys}. He is tuvisille, anpalpable, bem Timself the Father 
of beth sense-perceptible and invisible things (adparos re wat dvagys, 
aighyray Kal dopitoy atiros yeyoarwus TAT ). We know Him through 
His creation, and apprehend Wis invisthle power by Lis works 
(rotroy Sik rs woupreas atrod Caper, kat bd THs Svvipews adrov to 
ddparoy Trois worjuast xurarapParrijeBe }. 

The Logos is consittered in $65 and $7 of the “Address.” Tt is 
clearly evident that Tutian believed the Logos to have pre-existed 
in the Father before creation; “ the manner of this pre-cxistence, 


however, ig not at al} clear. Whether the Logos had a personal 


existence before creation, or morely an impersvnal one as a power 
of the Father, can net be determined conclusively from the present 
‘corrupt text.°? According to their rearratigement of the text, 
commentators have been able to arrive ut either conclusion. 

By the simple will of the Futher, the Logos springs forth 
(Oedwpart 8 ris dwAdrytos atrad mpowydG Adyas). It does not 
come forth in vain, but becomes the firstborn work of the Father 


% Address 2-3. 

*© Address 4. 

*84 Adryos Ss Hy €h abre xrd. Address 5, 

7 Tout nest pas elair assurcment duns ee chapitre; Ia fante en est un 
peu aux seribesn, qui ont tenté de corriger un texte qui ies ehoquait; mais 
le premier coupalle est Jatien jui-arbme, plus soucieux de léclat du style 
que de ia clarté on de la fermeté de le pensde”’ Lebreton, op. ecit., t. I, 
p. 451, 

% Hiio, ep, ceit., vel VI, p. 20, n. 1-3; Maratins, P,@. Vi, col. 813, n. 43; 
Puech, Recherches sur le Discevurs au Grece dy Tetien, Paris 1903, pp, 48- 
60; Bethune-Baker, Au fntroduction io the Barty History of Christian 
Doctrine, Loudoun 2963, pp, 126-127, 

ee Durch eiten Willensakt (@dAguart) uber geht sus seinem einfachen 
Weseun der Logos hervor.” Bardenhewer, op. cit., vol. I, p, 264. 
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(6 S& Adyos, of Kava Kevod Ywpyoas, Epyoy mpwtdroKxoy Tod marpos 
yiveras}, and is known to be the dépyq of the world (rotrev topes 
rou xécpwou trav apy). Tatian seems to have in mma the two- 
state Logos theory, yet he does not use the expression Adyes 
éviudiberos xai mpodopds. The Logos begotten in the hesinning, 
in turn begets the world {6 Adyos & dpyy yervyfeis Gureyevvqae Thy 
xu€’ yas motyow). Although Tatian speaks of the Logos as heing 
a work, and of the world as being begotten, he clearly states that 
this firstborn work is not cut off from the Father, thereby lesset- 
ing Ifis substance, but has llis being by participation (yéyove de 
KaTad peptopoy, ov xava draxomm). The Logos is evidentiy of the 
Hivine Nature, and not a creature. The Logos, however, accord- 
ing to Tatian’s theory does not become mpwrerexos until it goes 
forth to become the apy} of creation, By “ gaing forth” the Logos 
is never cut off from the Divine Nature, but simply assumes 
{apparently voluntarily) a function (oixovouias THY alpcaw mpocde- 
Boy) “ad extra.” What seeins to lie under the surface of St. 
Justin’s reasonimg now comes to Jight in ‘Patian’s presentation. 
For Tatian, the Logos was clearly Logos before becoming apwroroxos. 
He does not speak of the Logos as becoming a firstborn son, but 
as becoming a firstborn work, but then it must be remembered 
that Tatian never uses the word son in connection with the Jogos. 

Athenagoras was un Athenian philosopher ’® who became 4 con- 
vert to Christianity, and wrote an “Apology for the Christians ” 
about 176.74 A treatise on the Resurrection is also attributed to 
his pen. Neither Kusebius nor St. Jerome mention Athenagoras, 
and little is known of bis personal history. Although zpwrdroxes 
does not occur in his works, the equivalent expression aporov 
yervgna appears once,** and there are several tnteresting passages 
hearing on the Logos doctrine. 

Athenegoras argues that the Christians are not atheists since 
they acknowledge one God, uncreated, eterna], invisible, impassible, 
incomprehensible, illimitable (éa rov dyévytov wal dthoy xai ddparav 


“Toute Ia biographie d’Athcnagare se reduit A ces deux titres de 
philosophe et d’Athénien.” Bareitle, Athémegore (Dict. Theol. Cath. FI, 
2220). 

7x Lebreton, op, cit., t. EH, p. 493. 

74 Apology 10. 
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kai dwaby xai dxatdAndrov kal dxwpytor . cay dyovres), Who is 
encompassed by light and beauty and spirit and power ineffuhle, 
by whom the universe has been created through [Tis Lagos (i¢’ 
ot yeyevgtat TO way Sa row aire Adyou) and is set in order and 
kept in being { xaei Siaxexdopyrat Kal ouykpateirat). Wie then $005 
ou to say that Christians also ackuowledge a Bon of God, but 
warns his readers that the Christtan anode of thinking as regards 
the Father and Son is different from that of their poets who 
speak of the gods. 

The Son of God is the f.ogos of the Father in idea and opera- 
tion (dAX’ éariy 6 vids rad Deol Adyes tod wutpds ey Weg Kat vepyeu),” 
for after the pattern of Tlim and by Ilim were all things made, 
the Father and the Son being one (pas abrod yap xat de abrod 
wivra éyévero, évds dvros teil matpis «cat rou wor}. This sentence 
leaves the intpression that the Son was the Logos before becoming 
the Son. The Son then would singly he the Logos in a apectal 
funetion toward creation, namely, that of its exemplary und efii- 
cient cause, yet alrnost immediately Athenagoras adds that as the 
Son is in the Father and the Father in the Son tm oncness of 
power and spirit, the mind aud reason of the Father are the Son 
of God (éy70s 82 rot vied ey watpt wal warpds ev viet, &rorgTt Kat 
 Suvdgper rvedparos, pots Kai Adyos Tov watpds 5 vids Geat). The * one- 
ness of power aud spirit’ signifies the ‘oneness of the divine 
nature,’ which is eternal and unchangeable.** Father and Son 
would thus express a distinction of persons ‘in se’ within the 
Divine Nature, and not merely in relation to a function ‘ad 
extra.’ 

In answer to the question what is meant by the Son (xais),” 
he replies thai the Son is the First Offspring (aporoy yévyvnpe) of 


4 Vorbu évy idéa Kai évepyeia explicantur appositis: mpos atroy yap 8" 
alrot wdyra édyévero. Vilius dvi est logos patris 1°. é» dé {im idealen 
Sinne) quia omnia wpos atro’ hic, sceundum logon, ef conyenienter .. . 
siye juxta exemplar in Jogo descriptum faeta sunt; 2°. é€v évepyefg (im 
realen Sinne), qwia omnia dé avrov le, per logon facta sunt.” Otto, ap. 
ett. VII, p. do, n. 8. 

@*s Docet Filtum in Patre esse et Patrem in Filio, quia una in utroque 
divinitus. Hoe enim loco Spiritus uemine divinitas significatur.’ Maranus, 
#.G. VI, col. 908, mn. 66. “ Hie moetzares Romine non persona spiritas 
sancti sed spiritualis essentia patris et filii.’ Otto, op. ett. VII, p. 46, n. 9, 

7 Athenagoras mukes no distinetion between wais and vids, 
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the Father, not ag having been brought into existence, but inas- 
much as Fe cume forth to be the idea and energizing power of al! 
material things (xpurov yerrnpa evat tO warpi, ovx Os yerducvoy . . . 
GAA’ wy tav tater dyuravrev . . . Bea Kal cvepyeda civae mpocABap). 
Again the impression is left that the Logos was not always the 
Son, but became the Son when fle went forth for the work of 
creation. The Sou is not brought inte existence at the ereation, 
for He pre-cxisted in the Father before creation, aud the impli- 
cation ts that He pre-existed, nui as an impersonal power. hur a3 
a reul person. Iu a parenthetical explanation ta indicate that the 
Son had a prior existence as the Logos of Gud, Athenagoras states 
thet God, who is both eternally mind and eternally rational, 
always had [his Logos with Him (éé dpyys yap &@ eds, vors atdas 
dy, dyev abvas év aura roy Adyor, didius AoyiKis dw). Since the 
Son of God, uccording to Athenagoras, is the mind and reason of 
the Father (vots cai Adyos sot warpds 6 vids rad Ocov), and sinve 
the Pather (4 Geos) Is eternal mind (vets diSey wr} and eternally 
rational (di8ias Aoymds dy), the Son should be eternal, not merely 
as Lagos, but as Son. Athenagoras, however, explicitly states that 
the Son is the First Offspring of the Futher inasmuch as Le goes 
forth (awpocdPoy} to be the idea and energizing power of all mate- 
rial things. Is this ‘going forth’ a real or a metaphorical birth? 
The Logos, who is with God, goes forth from God to a special 
function in respect to creation, thus hecoming figuratively the first 
offspring, The expression wpdrov yévejpa then denotes a function 
rather than origin, and is equivalent to dpyy. Almost immediately, 
Athenagoras quotes Proverbs VIEL, 22 (Kijpies gerod pe dpyny odav 
avrov es Epya alized}, thus indicating what he had in mind. 
Athenagoras then protests again that men should not be called 
atheists who speuk of God the Father, and of God the Son, and 
of the Holy Spirit, aud who declare both the power in unity (ry 
cy rH Evora Sivan), and the distinction in order (sw év rH rab 
Siaipeow)}. In the language of later theology, these phrases mean 
“oneness of nature’ and ‘ distinction of persons.’ In #¢12, Athena- 
goras Speaks of the Christians as knowing God and His Logos, 
and what js the oneness of the Son with the Father, what the 
communion of the Father with the Sen, what is the Spirit, what 
is the unity of these (three), the Spirit, the Son, the Father, and 
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their distinction in unity (ted tov Wedy kal roy zap’ atrod Adyoy 

dBpat, ris y rot wardds mpds tay ratépa evérys, tis ) Tow warpds pos 

oy wioy Kowovia, TE TO wrEtpa, Tis f TeV TooadTwH évwois Kal bratpeots 

voupévev, rov mpetparos tol wads rot marpis}. there again the 
distinction of persons js considered, uot in relation to functions 
‘ad extra’? bui fin se’? in respect to the Divine Nuture which 
they possess, 

Athenagoras is the first of the Fathers to introduce into his 
speculations on God the Johannine references to the mruatual in- 
dwelling of the three Divine Persons.’ Fleretofore the tendency 
had been to explain the Saw and the Hely Ghost more from the 
standpoint of their functions in ereation. Vie doctrine of the 
cixcumincession ({wepexyeipyees}, as i was later called, turned theo- 
logical speculation to consider the three Divine Persons ‘in ge? 
aud apart fram any ‘aperutio ad extra.” <Athenagoras is pot 
entirely free from the taully terminclogy of his predecessors, and 
it is perhaps for that reason that contradictory views can be 
drawn from his work,?* 

St. Theophilus, sixth Bishop of Syrian Antioch,’* was born in 
Assyria of Pagan parents.’ {Te received a Greek education, and 
late in life was converted te Christianity, becaming Bishop of 
Antioch a few years before his death.’ About the year 180 he 
wrote an Apology for Christianity im three books, which he 
addressed to a Pagan tried named Autelycus. 

In this work,®* St. Theophilus speaks of God as having the 
‘Logos Immanent’ within Tlis own bowels (éyur ofv & eds tov 
dayres Adyor éydutGeroyv éy reis Slow omAadyxvers}, and then having 
begotten Him (or given flim birth), Gad sent Him forth before 
all things aloug with His own wisdom that ali might be created 
_ through Him (éyévenosy atréy peta vis éavtotd aodias e&epeargdpevas 
apd rav ddwy). Efe continues by saylug that God had this Logos 
as helper (ivrovpyoy) in creating all things, and that the Logos in 


7% St. John 1, 18; XN, BG; NIV, 10, Ul. 

™ Lebreton, op. ett. IT, p. 600, n. 1. 

7 Eusebius, Wf. #. IV, 20; 
Alnasiam 6, 

7 4d Aut. I, i4; TI, 24. 

6° Husebius, H.#. UV, 20, 24; Jerome, Be oir, tht. 25. 


St 4d Aut. Ii, iv. 


of. Jcrome, De vir, tf 25, Hp. 121 ad 
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this respect is called the doy) because Tle becomes the Principivn 
and Lord of all which had been created through f{1m  (oiras 
A€yerac apy, Ore dpye Kal «upiever wavray tay 4) atrott Sednavovpyy 
pevov). "Bhis Eogos, who is always with God {a de cuprapur 
atrd), takes on 9 time the function of apyy toward creation, 

In 3622 of the second book, St. Fheophilus takes up the same 
circle ef ideus, speaking again of the Logos Tmmanuent as always 
residing in the heart of God (rév dvra diaxuvrds évdidbercy ev xapbir 
@eot). He continues by saying that before anything wus made, 
diod had this Logos, who in reality was His own Mind and 
Thought, as His Counsellor (apo yép re yiverOar, rovrov dye ole 
Bouvdov, éauTod vety kat dpdyygew dvra), aud that when Ile wished te 
muke that which had been planned, He begat (or, gave birth to) 
this ‘Logos Expressed, the Firstborn of every creature (dmore be 
qGcAnoey O Weds moujrar Goa eGovdecicara, ToerTov Toy Adyov eyevvyce 
apoupixor, TpwroroKoy marys KTivews ), tere ut last we have the 
Adyos év&iaGeros Kai mpodopixos mentioned explicitly in conection 
with the pre-existent Logos, The Logos, however, in these two 
states is one and ile same person. As Adyos evdiaberos, He is 
with God always us His Counsellor, for He is the Mind and 
Thought of God; as Adyos mpohopxds He receives a new function, 
yet in the exereise of this function of creating He is never 
separated from the Father, but remains conversing with Him (ot 
Keputeis aiiros rou Adyov, dAXa Aoyoy yeryygas, kai TH AGYw altro 
diavavrTés dura). 

Now this Adyos awpodopuxds which has been begotten (or born) 
for an ‘operatio ad extra,’ St. Theophilus also calls wpwréroxas 
xdons xtivews, He gives no further explanation, but the apposi- 
tion of the phrase with Acyos wpodopixds rather than with Adyos 
évacdGeras indivates something of its meaning. The xpwrdroxos is 
not a creature, but the Logos of God in @ new role, the first step 
in bringing creation into being, This going forth of the Logos 
from the bowels (avrAdyxvors} or the heart (xapifa} of God, this 
manifestation of the Logos in a relationship as it were outside 
the Divine Nature, is thought of by St. Theophilus as a birth, 
and the Logos in this new relationship is called the Firstborn of 

every creature, 


Theophilus then may be considered as bringing to ita final ex- 
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va 
pression the two-state Logos theory, which was at least latent im 
some of the phrascology of At. Justin, was furthered by Tatian, 
and not entirely forgottes by Athenagoras even with his different 
approach from the jdea of circunmncession. 


Although the theory 
could be understoed in an orthodax sense, it was not without its 


dangers. Ultimately, it was abandoned. 


St. Irenaens was a untive of Asia Minor, who in lus younger 
days at Smyrna had heard St. Polyearp, 
the Apostle. 


Sc tliscinle of St, John 
Little is known of St. Trenacus’s personal history, 
but in $77 he came into prenminence as a priest af Lyons in Gaul 


hy being entrusted with a mission to Pope Klenthertis concerning 
the Montutuists.*% 


On his return to Reme, he was chosen to suc- 
ceed Bishop Vothinus, whe had been martyred mt the interval. 
Buring his long busy episvopate at Lyons, Set. Trenaeus wrate a 


number of books, of which ouly two have hem preserved, and that 
only in translations. About 180, he wrote his treatise “Against 
the Heresies,” a long polemic in five books, coucerned mainly with 
the various forms of Gnosticisin then prevalent, This treatise, 
originally in, Girack,* is preserved im Latin, in what appears to 
be a rather literal translation, 


The other work, the * Demon- 
stration of Apostolic Preaching,” was discovered in 1907 in an 
Armenian travslation.®* 


In the “Against the Tleresies,’ St. Lrenueus speaks of the Logos 


as the ‘ Dei acternum Verbum,’ ®’ the ‘ Unigenitum Dei Verbum,’ ** 
the “semper .. 


. coexistons Filius Patri? the ‘meusara Patris.’ *” 
The angels, he says, are unable to understand that the offspring 
of God, His Firstborn Logos, shoald descend to the creature, that 
is, to what had been moulded, and that it should be contained by 
Him, and on dhe other hand that the creature should contaim the 
Logos, and ascend to Him, passing beyond the angele (ut progenies 
ejus, primogenitus Verbum, descendat in facturam, hoe est in 
plasma, et capiatar ab co; et factura iterum capiat Verbum, et. 
ascendat ad erm, supergrediens angelos}.** The Firstborn Word 


3? Eusebius, #. 8. V, 5, a; 20, 4. 53 Phad. V. 4. 2. 


*4 Jhid, V, 8, 8. 
** Quotations in Bippolytus, Eusebius, amd Eptphantus. 
**Pexste und Cntersuckungen, XNXE, J, Leipzig 1907, 
87 dgerast the Aerestes, Bk, UF, xili, 8 
4 Jbid. JI, xxviii, 6, o> Fazd. TV, iv, 2. 
90 Thid. II, xxx, "sid, V, xxxvi, 3. 
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or Logos is not a creature, but the offspring of God, in existence 
before the creation, and this we know from the puseages above 
(Dei aeternum Verbum, etc.) to be from eternity. 

Regarding the manner of the generation of the Logos, St. 
frenaeus pleads ignorance. The Scriptures do not reveal what 
God was doing before creation (quid autem ante hoe Dens ait 
operatus, nujla Scriptura manifestat}, and it is not praper to 
make foolish suppositions.?? No man knows how the Son waa 
produced from the Father sinee the geuerutton of the Son ts alte 
gether indescribable, Only the Father who begat undorstands, and 
the Son who was begotten. ‘Those who undertake to describe the 
indeseribable must be crazy (non sunt compotes sui, ea quae 
Inenarrabilia sunt enarrare promiitentes).”? We ridicules those 
whe would frame conjectures by transferring to God’s Word the 
production of the human word framed by the tongue. Thiy talk, 
hie says, as if they had assisted at His birth (Non crge magnum 
quid invenerunt, qui emissiones excogitavernnt, neque ahscouditum 
mysterium, si id quod ab omnibus intelligitur, transtulerant im 
unigenitum Dei Verbum; et quem inenarrabilem et innominahilem 
yocant hune, quasi ipsi obsteticaveriut, primae generationis ¢jus 
prolationem et generationem enuntiant, assimilantes em horninum 
verbo emissionis).** St, Irenaeus thus explicitly rejects the two- 
state Logos theory, openly advocated by St. Theophilus, avd which 
also seems to underlie some of the phraseology of Tatian and 
Athenagoras, if not also St. Justin. 

In this same treatise “Against the Herestes,” primogenitus i8 
used not only ef the pre-incarnate Logos, but of the incarnate 
Logos aa well. Thus in Bk, ITI, xvi, 4, he uses it of Christ’s 
human nature as does St. Luke: °° “Simeon ... manibus accei- 
piens Virginis primogenitum.” He also uses tt in the figurative 
sense of the firstborn from the dead as do St. Paul and Bt. 
John.*? Thus in Bk. IT, xxii, 4, he speaka of Christ: “ detnde ct 
usque ad mortem pervenit, ut sit primogenitus ex mortuis, ipse 


"! Fhid. TI, xxviii, 3. ** Thid, Ei, xxvii, 6. "* fotd, TE, xxviii, 6. 

6 Si. Luke 11,7. For another interpretation see Jousssard, “ Le premicr- 
né de ta Vierge”’ chez saint Irénée ct saint Hippolyte, in Revue des Sciences 
Religteuses, }932, pp. 509-432; 1933, pp. 25-37. 

** Cot. I, 28. ®? Apoc. FE, 5. 
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primatum tenens in omnibus, princeps vitae, prior omnium, et 
precedens omnes.” Iu a similar strain, he wrifes in Bk, IL, xvi, 
3: “ex resurrectione mortverum ub sit primogenitus mortuorum 
guemadmedum et primogenitus in otani eonditione.” The * primo- 
genitus in omni conditione ” indicates that Christ ts “ primagoni- 
tus” by reason of other titles also. In Kk. LIL, xxn, 4, be writes: 
“Primogenitus enim mortuornin natus Dominus, ef in sinum suum 
recipiens pristinos patres, regencravit eos Jo vitam Det, ipse mitium 
viventium factus, quoniam Adami tuitium morientrum dactus est,” 
and in Bk. IV, xx, 2: “principatum autem habeat eorum quae 
sunt sub terra, ipse primogenitus mortuorum faetus ”; also mm Bk. 
¥, xxxi, 2: “Si ergo Domus legem mortuorum servavif ut fleret 
primogenitns a mortuis.” Christ by fils resurrection from the 
dead is the beginning af a new life in a regenerated race, and m 
this sense He is the Firsthorn from the dead. Although the usage 
is thoroughly Seriptural, St. Trenacus was the frst of the Fathers 
to use it in this sense. 

In the other work of St. Ivenucus, “ The Demonstration af the 
Apostolic Preaching,” veceutly found in an Armesian translation, 
Christ is spoken af as bysa ne the Son of David after the flesh, but 


| according to the spirit the “Son of God, pre-existing with the 


Father, begotten before all the ercation of the world.°°* The 
expression “ begotten. before all the creation of the world” ia most 
probably the equivalent of wpmwrdroxes mdoys xriveas, In another 
passage,’ “ Firsthorn” is used in three different senses Im one 
paragraph: “the firstborn and eldest offspring of the thought 
of the Father, the Word . . . the Virgin’s firsthorn ... the 
firsthegotten of the dead, Prince and Author of life unto God.” 

St. Irenaeus, Hike the other Fathers of the second century, uses 
Firsiborn of the pre-incarnate Logos (though not exclusively). 
He is the clearest in stating the eternity of the Bon; in fact, he 
is the only one who docs so explicitly. As the Son is eternal, Ets 
generation then also must be eternal, and He is truly Firstborn 
from everlasting. There is thus no room for the two-state Logos 
theory, in which the Logos is considered as being only Logos before 
becoming the Son. Alhough St. Irenaeus had the Gnosties with 


°° Hemonstratton 3O (trans. J. Armitage Robinson, London 1920). 
°° Fhid. 39; ef. 43, G1, 52. 
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their various systems of divine emanations mainly in vicw, he was 
probabiy not unaware that the two-state Logos theory struck a 
false note when judged by the tradition which he hac inherited 
through St. Polycarp from the last of the Apostles, St. Joli. 

In conclusion, it is to be noted that the expression apwrdroxos 
waens KTicews OCCUrS only three times jn the recognized works of 
the second century. St. Justin used it twice (Dial. 85, 138}, but 
without uny expluusation regarding its precise meaning. From 
what appeurs to be equivalent phraseology in other passages, one 
may conclude with rensonable certainty that the expression, meant 
for St. Justin “ begotten before all creatures.” The third passage 
is in St. Theophilus (Ad Aut, II, 22}, where the expression 1s 
equated with the Acyos mpudopixds, and it is explicitly stated that 
the Adyes xpodopexds was born, not from etervity, bat when the 
Father was about to create. Before creation, the Logos existed in 
the Father as Aéyes évéidMeros, 'Patian did not use the expression 
apwritexos tdcys Kticews, but his gayor wpwrv7uxer is withoat doubt 
the equivalent of the Acyos wpodopixds. Athenagoras likewise dtd 
not nse the expression, but his apdroy yévenea also seems to be an 
equivalent for the Adyes mpopopixds. St. Lrenacus rejected the 
double Logos theory. The Logos was eternal, not only as Logos 
but also as Son. For St. [renacus, “ primogenitus ” when applied 
to the pre-inearnate Logos meunt the eternal Son of God. The 
whole apwrérexos question is thus intimately connected with the 
Jarger problem of the Divine Sonship of Jesus Christ. 
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Clement of Alexandria (Titus Flavine Clemens)? was born of 
Pagan parents about the middle of the second century, most prab- 
ably at Athens? Ele receivel an excellent training in Jiterature 
and philosophy, and in his mature years embraced Christiamty? 
The exact dates of his birth and conyersion are unknown. ‘Fravel- 
ling extensively after his conversion, he contacted many Christian 
teachers, and finally became assaciated with Pantaenus in the 
famous Didascation, or CatechetiaH School of Alexandria. Te 
was ordained a priest, and after the death of Paataenus, became 
the head of the school.* 

Alexandria at this time more than Athens was the chief imtel- 
lectual center of the Elellenie world, and Clement, who loved his 
Hellenic culiure along with his new Faith, found the intellectual 
atmosphere stimulating. ‘With the view of winning the learned of 
the city to the Faith, he undertook the composition of an extensive 
work in three parts to serve as an introduction to Chrisitanity. Of 
this trilogy, the first two treatises, known as the Protrepficus and 
the Paedagogus, have been preserved entire. Whether the Stroma- 
fets is the third treatise, which Clement had promised to write 
under the name of the Midascelas, or Master, is disputed.®§ There 
are some twenty other treatises attributed to Clement, but only 
the homily on Mark X, 17-31, entitled Who ts the rich man that 
is saved, is complete. Clement had written u commentary on 
Scripture in eight books, knewn as the Hypolyposeis, but only 


* Eusebius, 4.2. Vi, 13; Photius, Bibl. Cod. CXI; cf. Haves, Clement 


of Alexandrta, in Cath. Hnc. LY, pp. 45-47. 

* Bpiphanius, Haer, AXNXAII, 6. Athens was the starting point, and 
Alexandria the end of his journey (Strom. I, il}. 

4 Eusebius, Praep. Hoang. II, 2; Paed. I, 1; H, 62. 

* Eusebius, 7. BE. ¥, 10-11; VI, 6, 13; Jerome, De vir. uf, 36, 38; Paed. 
I, 37; Strom. I, il. 

°‘Potlinton, Clement of Alerandria, London 2914, vel. I, pp. 190-194; De 


Faye, Clément dAlerandric, Paris 1898, pp. 78-86. 
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fragments of the original are extant, and some extracts in a Latt 
translation entitled Adumbrationes Clements Alezandrini an Epis- 
tulas Canonicas.® The Hacerpla ex Scriptis Theodeh, and the 
Eclogae ex Scripturis Propheticis,” sometimes printed as parts of 
the incomplete eighth book of the Stromatets, may have burn notes 
made by Clement for future compositions. 

During the persecution of Septimius Severus (202-203), Clomeut 
was forced to ubandon the School in Alexandria, and found refuge 
in Cappadecia with a certain Bishop Alexander, a former pupil, 
About 211, Clement carried a letter of congratulation to the 
Chorch of Antioch in Syria on the appointment of Ascley aces to 
the bishopric of that See. In this letter, Alexander refers to 
Clement as “the blessed preshyter, a man virtuous and approved, 
of whom ye yourselves also have heard, and with whom you will 
become acqnaited ; who also, when he was present here in arcord- 
ance with the providence and overseership of the Master, both 
establishel and increased the Church of the Lord.” ‘The place 
and the year of Clement’s death are unknown, Alexander, who a 
few years later became Bishop of Jerusalem, wrote to Origen about 
215, and referred to Clement as dead.® 

Although Clement does not use the expression wpwrdrexos maons 
xtioews, He has many references to the pre-incarnate Viogos, and 
some phraseclogy which may be considered aa parallel. Photius, 
who had read the Hypotyposeis, accused Clement of teaching two 
Divine Logai,® and modern critics draw divergent conclusions from 
the Logos passages of Clement’s trilogy.!° Isolated phrases indeed 
are faulty. Clement had not thought out all his statements to 
their logical conclusions, and harmonized the discrepancies, Per- 
haps his Logos doctrine can be best appraised by considering the 
general drift of his teaching. Although in stating the function of 
the iogos toward creation he uses much of the same subordina- 
tienistic language as do other orthodox writers of the period, 


* Cassiadorus, Inst, Div. Litt, B, 

‘Casey, The Excerpta ex Theodota af Clement of Alexandria, London 
2934. 

® Eusebius, A. #. Vi, 3, 11, 14. 

° Photius, Bibl. Cod. CXI; cf. Casey, Clement and the Twa Divine Logoi, 
in Jour. Theol. Stud. 25 (1924), pp. 43-56. 

*° Tollinton, ep. cit., vol. I, pp. 346-351, 
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a marked tendency must he noted to consider the Logos im 
- God and apart from creation. Jn this respect, Clement follows 
along the lines attempted by Athenugoras with the doctrine of 
cireumin cession. 

For Clement as for the Apologists and other writers hefore him, 
Jesus Christ is the Logos of God made flesh, who appeared im the 
world for the instruction of the human race.7? As the Logos, He 
pre-exiated, nof only before Elis incarnation, but before the crea- 
tion of all things}? Je is the most ancient Word of the Father 
and Ilis Wisdom;>* the express imayze of the Father’s gtery,?* 
and the archetypal light of lights.* Tie was the Counsellor of 
the Father before anything was made,** and it was through Flis 
agency that the Father created all things? He is uot a creature, 
but the very Son of God2% Poegotten in perfection, He is the 


perfect Word of a perfect Father,'” the firsthegotten (arpoyestyder) 
and only-hegotten { paveyerns }," ihe firstborn Son (arpuroyoyor 


fle ts equal with the Father of the universe, and is one 


uioy }.74 
As there is never any separation of the Father 


God with Him.** 


WS Adyor 6 rot Beov EvHpwros “yevdueros, Tya $y nal cb wapa dvfpwroy udéys, 
wh wote don dvfpwros yérvnra: Beds (Protr. 3, 3 [G.0.8. I, 9, B-1l]). 
¢aigauveis ws dcdaexakos, Ion rd ael (yy Baerepor ds Geds vepyyhog (1, 7, 32). 

Worod waytwy rar yérouevuy dpyixwraros Ad*+yos Tab Twarpods, xai copia atrott 


cipiws, Strom. VII, 2 (LIT, 7, 12). 
8 Ibid, 

44 Hs Tov tayfarirews xai wavroxpatopos wmarpds Sdins xapanrhp. Strom. 
VII, 3 (IIT, 12, 20-22}. 

PS Geior Adyos, Puwrds dpxeruroy gos. Protr. X, 98 {I, 72, 26). 

1 ron viog rau xpd xarafodas xécuov cvuPotiAau yeropdvor Tov warTpes. 
Vii, 2 (III, 7, 9-10). 

**8:' of ra mdvra dyévero xal ywpis abroad éyévero ofdé fy. Strom. VI, 7 
(II, 4631, 7): of. Jokn I, 3. 

28 Strom. V, 2 {1E, 326, 1-20). 

‘eréhevov €x Terdeiov PivTa Tod warpos, xard Thy oixovoutxay mpodariwugiy 
drayeryn@yvat redciws. Pacd. i, 5 (1, 105, t}-33), 

29 Strom. VI, 7 (II, 461, 7}. 

*t Strom. VII, 3 (If], 12, 28}; «f. Uf, 5, 10; £4, 26. 

73 Strom. VE, 7 (Ii, 41, 9). 

49$ dacos hévyos, O Gatvepweraros Serws Geds, d rH Seowsty Tay Sdwy eLcrwheis, 
Src qv vids alrot weal 4 Adyos Fy dy rae Gey. Protr, XI {1, 78, 13). 

Myid xal warnp, te Fudw, xigee. Paed. U1, 12 (1, 291, 1). 
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from the Son,?* the Son is always in the Father, and the Father 
always in the Son.** The Son*? Jike the Father®* is heyond time 
and without beginning (dxpovev dvapyor), and hence «ternal. 
Although Clement did not use rpwréroxcos waoys xricsus, he prob- 
ably had the expression in mind when he spoke of the Son as being 
the first principie of ali things, imuged forth from the invisible 
God first and before the ages, and fashiouing all things whick came 
into heing after itself (6 vias 2... 4 tav dkaw dpyxy, Fris Gretxomara: 
pev ex tou @eovd tai depdtov xpory Kai mpd aiumvew, tertsraxey O€ 7a 
pe? Eautqy aravra yevopera}.*” St. Paul had called the Sen “ the 
image of the unseen God, the firstborn of every creature, for Mm 
him were all things created ... atl things were created by jim 
and in him, and he is before all, and by him all things consist” 
(6s darw cxuy tel Oeod trait dapdrov, zpwrdroKes maays KTisens, OTe & 
aura éexticfy gai wavra ... Ta wdvra & atrov xai eis attrdy exrurrat. 
Kai atres csriv wpo revrwy cal Ta wdpta éy atte avveotyxer)." Clement 
is evidently paraphrasing the text. In his “imaged forth... 
first . . . before the ages” (daemxdmorat . . . mpory . . . ape 
aitway) miy be seen the egnivalent of wpuardroxos wars xTireus. 
Twice Clement qnutes Romans VIII, 29 with its reference to 
the risen Christ as the “ Firstborn among many brethren” {apwté- 
toxoy ¢v woAAcis adcAdois).2+ In the new order of grace, Christ is 
the Firsthorn, and we become his brethren... Clement seems to 
have been the first to use this text. Clement also speaks of a 
firstborn church made up of many good children (atry yap 4 
mpwroroxos tkxAnoia 4 ce moAAGY ayaddy avyxeucvy watdiev).77 We 
too are firstborn sons, the genuine friends of the Firstborn (of rot 
mpcaToTuKay YVROLOL diraz) ; who first of all other men attained to 
the knowledge of God, who first were freed of our sing and severed 
from the Deyil (of rparo: rév GAAwy dvApamuy toy Oedv vevonxdres, of 


ov weptidpevor alex admoreuvducves. Strom. VET, } (III, &, 26). 

2¢ ulés dy warpl, nat wathp er via, Paed. 1,5 (1, 104, 14; 121, 26; 131, 32). 

77 yy dypovoy Gvapyor apyyny re xol adnrapxyy tay Syruv, ray vidy. Stram. 
VII, 1 (III, 4, 6); ef. Protr,. AIT (7, 84, 3G; 85, 23). 

el apyys avapyou ... ay del 6 eorex. Strom. V, 14 {i], 421, $-10). 

29 Strom. ¥, 6 (II, 352, 18 7f.). 

3¢ (oat. I, 16-17. 

* Paed. III, 3 £1, 245, 22); Strom. IV, 7 (EI, 289, 7). 

82 Pyotr. IX (1, 62, 25 ff.). 
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pdr. rav duapriiy drcomagpever, of mparat TaD Bia ftdAdor Keyupiapevor), 
The Firstborn of whom we uve the true friends, is here the icar- 
nate risen Christ, and the term is usel mm a figurative sense to 
denote priority. In this new order of grace, Christ ts the hrst. 

Regarding the charge of Photius * that Clement tunght two 
Diviue Hogoi neither of which becume Incaraate, bul only an 
emanation from the first, there js no foundation. Nothing in the 
trilogy justifies the charge, and there ts much to the contrary. 
Glement like those before him merely distinguished between thie 
intelligence of God which is the Father’s altribute, and the personal 
Logos who is the Son.*4 

Tt is likewise evident that the twe-state Logos theory lias no 
place In Clement’s system; in fact, he expliritly rejects the idea 
of the Asyos rpodopixis.2° The Logos was not first Logos and then 
Son. Phe Logos was always Sen, and apart from His function Jn 
creation. 

The &ecerpla ex Scriplis Theodott are extracts which Clement 
may have made from the works of the Valentinian Gnosties, of 
whom a certain Theodulus, otherwise unknown, is mentioned sbey- 
eral times. As with all Gnostic works, it is almost hopeless to 
find any consistency im the hodye-podge of statements.** Jesus is 
spoken of as xpurvorexes in creation, but as povayerys ion the Pleroma.*? 
The expression wpurdroxos wéays xticews occurs twice, but it is not 
clear in what sense.*§ 

fertullian (Qnintus Septimnius Florens Tertullianus} was born 
about 160 at Carthuge of Pagan parents, and spent most of his 
life In that city. fis father was a centerion in the pro-consular 


service.** Tertullian received an exeellent education, either at 


"9 Bibl. Cod, CIN; cf. Cuscy, Clement and the T'wo Divine Laogoi, in Jour, 
Pheot, Stud, 25 (1924), pp. 43-56. 

*4 Tixeront, History of Pogmas, St. Lowis 1910, vol. I, p. 247, 

** Stram. V, E (IT, 329, 21). 

se“ varia Velerts Novique Testament? Jona ullo absque erdine, ullaque 
sine cahacrentix ct commexime accumulintur, nec rectis sanisque pleramyue 
interpretationihus explicantur.” Le Nourry, fe allis Clementi Alerandriag 
operibus, Migne, PG. 9, col. 1440; cf. Casey, op. cit., pp. 3-38, 

7 Becerpta VIF (G.6.8. LE, Las, 12 9f,). 

 sbid. Vil (III, 108, 296); XIX (11I, 113, 7 #.). 

a? Jerome, De vir, i, 53. 
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Curthage or Rome, and wrote in both Latin and Grock. He was 
very well informed on Roman Law, and it is generally believed 
that he was engaged for a time in its practice.*? Practically noth- 
ing is known regarding his life apart from his literary labors after 
his couversion, The conversion to Christiantty is asually placed 
between 193 and 197, but its motives and circumstauces remain 
upknown, Tertullian was married and childless, aud probably be- 
came a priest about 200, Of a flery, rigoristic, critical tempera- 
ment, he was attracted to the Montanists about 206, but did not 
break definitely with the Church until 218. Ultimately, he crgan- 
ized his own sect, known us the Tertallianists, the remuants of 
which were reconciled to the Church by St, Augustine.7? After 
222, Tertullian disappears from view, although St. Jerome states 
that he lived to an old age.*? There is no evidence that Tertulhan 
was reconciled to the Chureh before his death. He was a prolitic 
writer, aud is generally recognized as the father of Christian Jatio 
Literature. Some of his terminology has found a detinite place 
in Latin Theology. Of speeial interest to our protiem are the 
Apologeticus and the Adversus Prazean. The Apulogeticus was 
written about i197, shortly after Tertullian’s conversion, wid was 
direeted to the Provincial Governors of the Roman Empire jn 
defense ot Christianity. The Aduersus Prazean was written after 
213, when ‘Tertullian was definitely 2 Moantanist, and is a polemic 
against monarchian modalism brought to Rome from the Hast by 
a certuin Praxeas. There are also some pertinent passages in the 
auti-Gnostic works known as the Adversus Hermogenem and 
Adversus Marcionem. 

Two lines of thought appear in Tertullian’s Logos speculations. 
In the one, the Logos is considered from the standpoint of His 
operation ad extra in creation, while in the other, the Logos is 
thought of as immanent in the Divine Nature even before creation. 
Although the first appears more frequently, the importance of the 
other must not be overlooked for a proper concept of Tertullian’s 
teaching. Tertullian’s Trinity was an immanent as well as an 
economic Trinity; in fact, he uses the term HKconomy of the inner 


* Eusebius, 7, B. BI, 2, 4. 
* Augustine, De haer, 86, 
24 vixisse usque ad decrepitam aetatem,” Jerome, op, cit. 53. 
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telationship within the Godhead apart from ail operations ad 
extra.“ 

Akhough Tertullian states that God was aloue before ull things, 
he qualifies immediately by saving thal God was alone anly in the 
sense that there was uething external to Elimegelf, Within [limself 
God was not alone, for He hac itu Himself His Reason (Ratio), 
and in that Reason His Word (Serinu), He states also that the 
distinction between Reason alt Word is of na practical mrpor- 
tance; apparently these are hut ditterent states of one and the 
same Divine Jogos. Even before Gad arnt His Word, He alseady 
had this Word within Llimself, with and in Reason ifself, as Tie 
sdently planned and arranged within Ffimself what Le was atler- 
wards to speak through His Word.*+ Tertullian thus carries his 
Logos speculation into the efermity before creation, Within the 
unity of ihe God-heuw, there is a cistinefion of beiug, an luner 
companionship, which js personal, and cteraal, 

The Logos, which was ebways tn God as Ratio even before crea- 
tion,*® was put forth aus Sermo whea God satd: iat lux.** By 
this “putting forth” the Logos wes begotten ar born inte Son- 
ship.*8 ‘The Logos was not always Son but became Son at creation. 
Although God was always God, He was not always Father, but 
became Father in the generation or hirth of the Son.** By the 
generation, the Son proceeds from the Father for the work of 
creation, vet is never separated from the Father."®° There is no 


‘Warfield, Studies in Tertullian and Augustine, Oxford 1930, pp. 79-81. 

46 Adversun Pravean & (Corpus Sorip. Heel, Lat. Tertulltenuse [TI, 233, 
7 .}. 

“\ deum immittabilem et infornrbilen: credit necerse est, ut acternum. 
... Sermo autem Deus.” Adv. Prax, 27 (III, 280, 27 $f.). 

“Adv. Prax. 6 (IIL, 243, 7 IF). 

1 4dy, Prax. 7 (ET, 235, 14-22). 

6° Bune ex Vea prolatum didicimus, et prolations generatum, et idvireo 
Filium Dei et Jjeum dictum ex unitate substantiac.” Apologeticus XXI 
(P.£. 1, evl. 309). 

“**oula et pater deus eat et fjudex dens est, non tamen idea pater et 
jndex semper, quia deus seuiper. nam nec pater potuit esse ante filium 
nec judcx ante delietum. fait tempus, cum et delictum et fillus non fuit, 
quod judicem ct qui putrem denm faceret.” wide. Hermogenem 3 (il, 


129, 2 {F.). 
so et sernre erat apud deum et nurmquaim separratus a patre, aut alius 
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division of substance,*+ only an extension,** just as the root puts 
forth the tree, the fountain the river, and the sun the ray.** This 
Son was Firstbegotten in that Me was begotten before all thugs; 
and Only-begotten in that He alone was begotten, in the real sense 
of the term, from the womb of Fligs own heart (exinde, cum patrem 
sibi faciens, de quo procedendo filius factus est, primogunitus, ut 
ante omnia genitus, et unigenitus, ub solus ex deo geuttus, propric 
de vulva cordis ipstus).°* He is the Firstboru of creation (jrimo- 
genitus conditions) for He is the Word through whom all things 
were made.*® Firstborn is thus a title of the Logos, not by reason 
of lis eternal origin from the Father, but because of Tis being 
begotten or born into 2 temporal Souship for the purpose of erea- 
tion. Mueh of Tertullian’s subordinationistic language may be 
explained in the light of this temporal gennesis, which slfected 
fhe Logos oniy in Tis external activities and not ta Lis inner 
nature.** The Logos is of the nature of God, which is cternal 
and unchangeable. 

lfippolytus was born about 170, probably at Rome, where he 
spent mast of his lie? Although Photius refers to tlippolytus 


i te : 


a patre, hacc erit probola veritatis, custos unitatis, qua prelatum dicimus 
filium a patre, sed nan separatum,.” Adv. Prax. 8 (ITI, 238, 14 ff.). 

“et hoc non ex senaratione substantiae, sed ex dispositione, cum indi- 
viduum: et inseparatum filium a patre pronuntiamus.” Adv. Prax. 19 
CITE, 262, 26-27). 

oF Et cum radius ex sole porrigitur, portio ex summa; sed sol erit{ in 
radio, quia solis est radius, nec separatur substantia, aed extenditur .. . 
ita #1 guod de Deo profectum est, Deus est, et Dei Filius, ot unus ambo.” 
Apot. XXI (P. 4. 1, 399). 

ss protulit cnim Deus sermonem ... sicut radix fruttcem et fons 
i. fluvium et sol radium.” Adv. Prax. 8 {III, 248, 18-18). 
| a St d4dv. Prax, 7 (Lil, 235, 2)-22); ef. Addo. Herm. 18 {EII, §46, 6-7). 


a : * Ade. Marcionem V, 19 (ITT, 643, 38-20). 
| hae se“ Even the theory of the generation in time was partly amended by 
£F ; ; the distinctian hetween the conception of the Word ad intra and His gene- 
as ration ad extra: subordinationism was mude less offensive by the close 
fi 5 relation established beiween the Son’s inferiority and His origin, a relation 
is 4 which tended ta aseribe that inferiority to Bis personality rather than to 


His nature.” Tixeront, History of Dogmas, St. Lowis 1910, p. 314. 
57 Dix, G., The Treatise on the Apostolic Tradition of St. Htppolytus af 
Rome, London 1937, p. xti; ef. Easton, The Apostolio Tradition of Hippo- 


| tytus, Cambridge 1934, p. 18. 
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az a disciple of Lrenacus,** this may mean no more than that 
Hippolytus admired the writings of Irenaeus and adopted some of 
his views. Origen, while on a pilgrimage to Rome about 212, 
heard EHippolytus preach a homily." 

Though «a scholarly and avaious priest, Hippolytus was uot 
without his serious faults. Ile was like ‘Terlauthan, his African 
contemporary, flery in temperumenkt and nigoristivally inlined. 
He opposed Pope Zephyrinus (107-217) and his deacon Crilistus 
for their lenient attttude tmwyards the penitential discipline of the 
Church, und towards those taclined io the Monarctian side of the 
Trinitarian controversy, then raging in Rome.” When Callistus 
was chosen to sneceed Zepliyriaus as Pope, tlippolytas and his 
followers withdvew into schism. Tlippotytus is later referred to 
asa Bishop, and may have beca irregularly consecrated as such. 

During the persecution of Maximin J] in 235, Hiippolyims and 
Pope Pontian, the secomd suecessor of Lope Callistus, were ban- 
ished to the mines of Sarlinia, where boll «ted shortly. The 
bodies were brought back to Rome ai the same tune, and both 
were honored as ynartyrs by the Romau Church, IHippolytus then 
must have been reconciled before his death. 

Hippalytus like Tertullian was a voluminous writer, but mach 
of his work has perished? Althorgh Greck was fast disappear- 
ing in the West as the language of theology, Ilippolytus wrote 
exclusively in that language. lis views bearing on our problem 
are found mainly in his treatise Agatnst Noetus, and in his 
Philosophument. 

There were two extreme schools of thought regarding the Trinity 
strugyling to be recognized at Rome. Vhe one emphasized the 
unity or Monarchy of God, and made the Trinity of Persons to 
be but successive modes of the one Divine Being. There were a 


53 Photius, Ribliotheva CXXIL 

3” jerome, De vir, 1d. G1. 

 Philosophumena IX, 7, 11, 12 ({G.C.58., Hippatytus TI], 240, 16 f,; 
245-257 4. 

81 Din, op. cit. Xxvi-xxyiit, 

*2 Liberian Catalogue (Lightloot, Apostolic Fathers, I, 262); Inseription 
of Dameaenus (Lightfoot, op. crt. Il, 328), 

8% Pucch, Histatve de ta Littérature Greeque Chrétienne, Paria 1928, 11, 
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number of yuriations in this view, from which arose such group 
names as Monarchians, Patripassioutsis, Sabelltans, cto, The other 
view emphasized the distinction of Persons in the Divine Economy 
to such an extent as to make them appear to be separate Beings. 
Holders of this view were known as Ditheists or Tritheists. Wheu 
Pope Callistus was accused by Hippeolytus of being a Sabeliian, he 
retorted that Hippolytus was a Ditheist.** Roth Zephyriuus and 
Callistus in reality tried to hold the middle way between the two 
extremes, denying ucither the Monarchy nor the Econovy of the 
Trinity.* 

Hippolytus held a three-state Logos theory. First, the Logos 
existed in God before all things; secondly, when (iod willed to 
create, He begat the Logos as Tis Firstborn voice, putting Flim 
forth for the work of creation; thirdly, the Logos became pertect 
Son (réAeos vies) al the Lacarnation. Regarding the first state, 
Hippolyius is vague. Although God is alone iu the beginning, 
yet He is a plurality (atréy 8 ydves dv, words Fv).°© God was 
never reasoniess, or wisdomless, or powerless, or counscelless, but 
all things were in Him and He was the all (otre yap dAayas, otire 
dgodos, oltre ddvvaras, ore dBotAevros fy. wdvta bt Hv ev atira, atiras 
dé yw ta wev).°7 This God then, heing alone and above all, con- 
ceived the Logos first in His own mind and begat TEim (otros olv 
BOVOS Kui KaTa waytwv Ocds Adyov mparov éwonfeis amoyevva), DOt a3 
& word in the sense of a voice, but as the indwelling Reason of all 
(ot Adyov as uwvyvy, GAA’ ev8iadPeroy rod wavrdos Aoywrpdv).°® The 
Logos in this first state appears to be more like the ideal world 
(xaos vonrés} of Plato and Philo than a real person,™® 

In the second state, God begets the Logos as His Firstborn 
Voice (apwrdéroxes duryi), which then appears at His side ag His 


* Philosophumena IX, 1k, 12 (11, 246, 7, dwexaddec huas 3cOgous; EIT, 248, 
23, Si@eol ere}. 

85 Ty’ Ales, La Théologie de Saint Hippolyte, Paria 1906, pp. 33-44. 

8 PL G&. X, cal. 817. 

oF Fd. 

@* PAit. X, $3 (LIE, 289, 3-5). 

* Warfield, op. eté,, p. 92; cf. Dix, ap. ctt, xxi: “(It ig hard to sce in his 
Logos viewed sub specie aeternitatis unything more than au impersonal 
Divine attritmte, for the completion of whose Personality the locurnation 
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Counsellor, and through Itim Crod amakes all things.” God begat 
this Logos when Ife willed aiid as He willed, and Hippolytus ecems 
to infer that God euuld have wiiled not to beget thm at ali.” : 
The Logos is of the substance of God, and consequently God; the | 
world, however, was niade from nothing (rovvov 6 Avyos pdvae €€ 
adrov’ 8d xal Meds, obuia iwupyer Meov' & BE xéupos €& oidevas’ bso 
ob Meds). AL comes inty being throagh Him, but He aioue is 
from the Father (wavra tain &° atirov, utras b& pdvos ex watpas}.”? 
He directs all, being the Firstborn Son of the Father, the light- 
bringing Voice before the dawn (ra $é wuyra Socket @ Auyos a Geov, 
O XpUTOyuyus TWaTpOs Tus, } TH) éwopdpoy poudopos povy}."* 
In the third state, the Logos by becoming iucarnate, becomes 
perfect Son. The Logos is called Son by antictpation, but does 
not become perfect Son until assuming dlesh.77 Hippolytus tn his 
Logos speculations thus did not find a basis for Souship in the 
inner life of God, nor even in relation fo creatiou. The Logos 
was nat perfect Son until the tnearnation. 
According to Tippolytus, then, the Logos is Firsthorn, not from 
eternity, but from the time of creation. Although begotten from . 
the substance of the Father, the Logos is Son only tmperfectly 
until the incarnation. 
Novatian came into promimence during the long mterregnum in 
the Papacy between the death of Pope Fabian in January, 250, 
and the clection of Pope Cornelius in March, 251, In answer to 
Cyprian’s inquiry from Curthage regarding the Lapsi, Novatian * 
wrote two letters ou behalf of the Roman elergy.”* After the elec- 7 
tion of Cornelius, Novatittt went into schism, and had himself 
consecrated bishop.7*? Nothing certain is known of his later life i 
and end, but his schism spread beyond Kome and continued for oe 
more than a century. Novatian was the first af Rome te use Latin 
* Agemst Noetus X (P.G. X, col. 817}; Pailoscphumena X, 33 (III, 
289, 3%.) ; cf. #. G. AVE, eol. 3447 €. 
“lgains? Moetus AV (PF. &. X, col. 824). 
72 PAG, X, 33 {1ET, 290, 7 t¥.). 
“ Aguinst Nucius NV (PF. ¢#, KX, col. $17). 
4 Phat, X, 33 (IL, 290, 24.25). 
‘SS dgainst Noetus IY (». @. X, col. 809); XV €X, col. 825). 
“Cyprian, Epist. 30, 3g. 
“Eusebius, #, #. Vi, 43; Socrates, H, #, IV, 29. 
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in a theological treatise. Of the many works ascribed w him by 
St. derome,** only the De cibis judaicis and the De Prinitate have 
sutyived, although a number of works ftorinerly current under the 
names of ‘Tertullian and Cyprian have been claimed for Novatiau.” 

in his Trinitarian doctrine, Novatian resembies Tertullian, but 
his work is more than an epitoine of ‘Tertullian. Tle niakes an 
advance in saying that the Son was always in the Father, since 
the Father was always Father (Semper enim in Patcw; ne Puter 
non semper sit Pater),®*° yet he does not carry the idea through to 
its conclusion. ‘The idea implies eternity for Son as well 4% 
Father, yet almost immediately Novatian adds that the Psther 
must be before the Son (Pater illum etiam guadam raitone pract- 
cedit, quod necesse est quodammiedo prior sit qua Pater sit}, There 
seems to be un underlying thought here that they who are Father 
and Son may be eternal under some other uspect. As persons, 
however, he considers the one to be before the other. lle whe is 
without origin ust be in some wuy before ili who has un origin 
(Quonium aliquo pacto autecedat necesse est eum qui habet origi- 
nein, Ule qui eriginem nesvit}. The Word, who is in the Fither, 
proceeded from the Father when the Father willed, and became 
the Son for the creation of the world. He who is Sou was hegottcu 
first as Legos, and then born ag Son.*! That seems ta be the 
general drift of Novatian’s reasoning, iu spite of some ambiguity 
in phraseology.** 


t@ Jerome, Le pir. tii. Téa. 

7 |)’ Ales, Novatien, Paris 1924, pp. 19 ff, 

“4 De Trinitate XXXII (#. L. If], col, $49), 

m1 Bic ergo cum sit genitus a Patre, semper est in Petre. Semper 
autem sic dico, ut nan innatum sed nutum probem, . .. Semper enim in 
Patre, ne Pater uon seInper sit Pater.... Ex quo quando ipse voluit, 
Sermo Filius nalus est... hie erga, quando Pater yoluit, processit ox 
Putre; el qui tn Patre fuit, processit ex Patre; et qui in Patre fuit, quia 
ex Patre fuit, cum Patre postmodum fuit, quia ex Patre processit.” De 
Trinitate AAXI. 

s2°* Te Pere ne fut jamais sans son Fila, 11 fut toujoura Pére. I] semble 
qu’il Vengenudre de foute cternité: autrement, camment serait-il toujours 
Pére’ Mats Novatien distingue manifestement la génération du Fils et 
sa naissance. La génération du Fils s’uccomplit au sein du Pére avant 
tous les temps; elle est mixe en relations avec le titre de Dieu, La nais- 
sauce du Fils succomplit au temps marqué per Dieu; elle est mise en 
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Third Century 89 
ay extensive comment on the 


Novatian is the first ta have 
‘Raking up the phrase, he asks 


primogenitus oranis creaturac,** 
how Christ could be the Fiesiborn of atl creation, uulees by virtne 
of His Divinity He came forth from God tle Father, as the Word, 
before all creation (quomodo oninia creaturae priwogeniins esse 
potuit, nist quoniam secundum civinifatem ante cimiiem creaturarm 
ex Patre Deo Sermo processit) ¥ die maiiutiuns that af heretics 
wil! not accept this interpretation, they will be compelled to show 
that Christ is the Firsthern of creufion us mian, aud thig cannot 
be done since Christ us man is not before creation but after st. 
Hither, then, Mle is before all creation, so as ta be the Firstbora 
of ali creation, and then js nof man only, for main ts atter all 
creation ; or else He is man only, ant te tlierefere after all ereation. 
He is the Firsthorn of ath creation by virtue of Fis bemp the 
Word, who is before all creation, ‘The Word indecd is eternally 
in the bosom of the Wather, buf is not born into Seouship mntit the 
Father is about to create. In its birth it becomes the Firstborn 
of all creation. 

Cyprian, the energetic Bishop of Carthage (249-258), was an 
able administrator rather than a theologian. Although he wrote 
extensively, there are but. a few scattered references to Trinitarian 
speculation in his works. In his Testimoniorum Libri Tres Adver- 
sus Judaeas, which is simply a collection of Scripture texts without 
comment, he has 2 chapter entitled “ Christum primogenitumn esse, 
et ipsum esse Bapicntiam Dei, per quam omnia facta sunt.” ™ 
Amongst these texis is our Col. I, 15 (Qui est imago Dei invisi- 
bihs et primogenitus tatius creaturze). As no comment is given, 
it is impossible to draw any conclusion regarding Cyprian’s view. 


relations ayee le titre de Seigneur et done avee la Création, Ta mission 


du Fils est prédestinge avant tous les temps, miais elle s’accomplit dans Jo 
temps; elle est mise en relations avee le titre d’Ange du Grand Conseil. 
Novaticn murque @Npressémnent ces distinctions.” D’Ales, op. ctt., p. 123. 
“Novatinn, then, might hold that the Futher was Father fron eternily, 
becanse there lay hid within Him He, who had the nature of a Son (hoth 
as being the Word, and as being the Som in the event), yet might hold 
also that the actaurl gennesiy or nativitus was teniporal.’ Newman, fracts 
Theal. and £ecl., p. 264. 

8 fie Trinitate NX (P. 2, TTL, cok. 927-929). 

* Liber G2, cap. [ (PE. TY, vol. 696-697). 
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We do know that he was an sdmirer of Tertullian’: writings” 
and most probably he would have understood the text as dic 
Tertullian. 

Origen was born about 185, most probably at Alexandria.” He 
may have been a pupil of Pantauenus befate following the lesson: 
of Clement in the famous catechetical school of that citys" After 
the persecution of Septimins Severus (202-208), Origen, though 
but eighteen years of age, was chosen by Bishop Demetrins ta sue- 
cecd Clement, who had fled from the city.8* Leonides, the father 
of Origen, suffered a martyr’s death in the same persecution.” 
Excepting for a short trip in 212 to Rome, where he heard Hinpe- 
lytus preach, and another to Arabia, Origen was husy at Alexandria 
with his teaching and his studies.” Yo gain leisure for his studies, 
he had Teraclas, a former pupil, to help with the teaching.” He 
himself attended the lectures of Ammonius Saccus,*? the founder 
of Neoplatonism, and also studied Hebrew.* Daring the perse- 
eution of Caracalla (225-216), he fled to Palestine, where he was 
kindly received by Alexander, Bishop of Jerusalem. and Theoe- 
tistus, Bishop of Caesarea, wha induced him thouzh « layman te 
preach in their churches. Recalled to Alexandria by Demetrius, 
he resumed his teaching and writing. About 236, he undertook a 
trip to Athens, and while stopping at Cucsarea was ordained by 
Alexander and Theoctistus without the knowledge of Demetrius, 
and in spite of his self-emasculation.* On his return to Alexan- 
dria, he was deposed from his office in the Catechetical School, 
degraded from the priesthood, and banished from the city.” Tera- 
clas succeeded Demetrius, and Origen was allowed to return, hut 
was sOOR excommunicated because of his teaching.** Origen then 
took up his permanent residence in Caesarea and established a 
fionrishing theological school.**? It was here that he labored over 


®5 Jerome, He vir, dil. 53. 
*¢ DeFaye, Origen and His Work (Eng. trans.), New York 2929, p. 23. 
*7 Husebius, H. FE. Vi, vi, xiv, xix. 


** fhid. Vi, iii, 89 fhid. VE, ii. 

"° Fbid. Vi, xiv: ef. Cadiou, La Jeunesse dOrigéue, Paris 1935, p. 62 ff. 
*) Fhid. VI, xy. * Farid. VOI, vill. 

*7 Thid. Vi, xix. "5 Photius, Hil. Cod, 118. 


> Jhid. VE, xvi. 
** Photius, Collect et demonstr. 0; ef, Jerome, Ep. XXXUT ad Pautam, 
"7 Eusebius, &. 2. VI, xxxix. 
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bis Hexapla, During the Pecian persecution, he was uuprisoned 


and tortured. Ile was released, but disk soon at Lyre (234 or 


255) in his sixty-ninth year. 
Origen is the most versatile and proltfice of the Antienicene 


writers. Only a small fraction of his literary output, however, has 
been preserved, and that largely in translation." St. derame and 
Rufinus were amongst jis translators, and the Cappadocians, St. 
Basit and St. Gregory Naziausen, made a florilegium of hts works 
known as the Philovcalia (OQpcyévous DiAnyadfa). Ortyen was 4 
pioneer in many fields of ccclestasticul learmiy, and his specnla- 
tions aroused not only admiration, but also hitter opposition, which 
continued for centuries. That he was condemned by the Fifth 
Eeumenical Counet! (TL Constantinople 453) Is studi disputed 2° 
As his translators did not hesitate in miuking corrections in his 
works ip the light of Inter theology, it Js not always certam Just 
what may have been Oviyen’s own view on a given poimt.?? 
The expression mpwresoxes days xtigess Occurs Trequently in 
Origen, particwarly in his Commentary on the Gospel of St. John, 
where it becomes almost a stereotyped phrase for the pre-jnearnate 
Logos. Thus, he speaks of the unbngotten Cod as giving com- 
mand to the Firstborn of all creation, through whom all things 
were made (‘O @ets clre, nai éyernfigoay’ everetAara, wat exriabycar, 
fveretAaTo yap & dayévqgros eos QO mMpwrotdxn wdoys KTioewt, Kat 


“8 Thid. VET, i. 
* Bardenhewer, Geschichte der Altkirechlichen Lticratur, Freiburg im 


Breissau 10603, (3, $2-146; Cayré, Préeis de Pairolagic, Paris 1931, E, 
186-192, 

49 Prat, Origen, in Catholic Eneyclopedia XI, 3EE, 

“2 Roctsehau, De KPrincipuixs (G.C.8., Origenes Vj, Leipzig 1913, pp. 
exxyilrexxxvi; ef. Ue adulteratione iibrorum Origenis, Migne, P. G. XVIT, 
616; Bardy, Hecherches sur Vhistoire du texte et dex versions latines du 
De Princtptts @Origenr, Paris 1823, 

7 d.0.8., Grigencs I, 10, 3; 32, 16, 29; 154, 17; 158, 27; FI, 41, 21; 
88, 21; 119, 15, 22; 226, 8; 133, 7: 135, 16; 139, 5; 167, 23; 178, 14; 194, 
22; 215, 7; 219, 18; 234, 37; 242, 26; 361, 20; TIT, 7, 3; 8, 10; 180, 7; 
IV, 18, &; 22, 26; 23, G; 24, 22; 32, 27; 34, 1, 23; 35, 4; 64, 4; 71, 7; 
88,13; 114, 2; 215, 19; 219, 2; 300, 13; 921, 7; 324, 4; 325, 10; 372, 15: 
381, 22; 410, 4; 452, 12; V, 24, 3; 28, 9; 43, 6; 130, 14; 138, 36; 949, 13: 
354, 1; VI, 1,4; 17, 3; 143, 28, 24; VII, 19, 9; 86, 1; 396, 7; VIII, 67, 
16; 90, 9; Lid, 24; 152, 14; 234, 4; 330, 4; ete. 
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exticO@ncav ... wavra yap 8 atrod Kai cig abrov Extras, xal abnis 
gor. apd waytur). “Phis Firstborn is no other than God’s Son, 
begotten by an intellectual generation of the Father’s substance 
from eternity?" Te is the Only-begotten Son of Gad, God's 
Wisdom hypostatically existing.° lis generation ts eternal and 
unigue.*% There wits never a time when the Son was not? The 
Father was always Father by an cternal and everlasting geneta- 
tion, as brightness is begotten from light.™* ‘This idea of the 
eternal, continuous generation of the Sen is Origen’s outstanding 
coutribution to the theological speculation of his time"? He 
admits that the human mini cannot apprehend how the unhegetten 
God becomes Father of the only-begotten Son.tt Although Father 
and Son are distinct, yet they are not separated.7? The Son 
subsists in the Father’s essence always, and there is but. ane God 

Although Origen speaks at times of the Son as possessing all 
thiugs even as the Father does, including Omnipotence and Gory,” 
he nevertheless speaks of the Son elsewhere as being distinctly 


w3 7, E.S., Qrigenes IV, 71, 8 Ff. 

104 Piid. ¥, 28, 13 ff.; ef. Cadiou, op. cté., pp. 352-356, 

“o unigenitum filtum dei sapientiam eius esse aubstantialiter subsis- 
tentem.” ibid. VY, 28, 18. 

100 Fhid. V, 32, 15 ff. 

°F oe farey d7ve ote Hw. hid V, 249, 17; ef. P.G. XIV, col. 848. 

joe Est namque itu aeterna ac sempiterna gencratio, sicut splendor 
generatiur ex luce.” hid. V, 33, lL. dpxqs yereoews abrod obrws oty ebpirKo- 
Herys ws ode ras hudpas, fhid. JV, 37, 11-12. Src adyi dydvuncer o warp 
téy vide xal amthvoey abrdy &¢ warhp dro ras -yexdcews adrod, ddd’ adel yerea 
avrov. Fbed. [ET], 70, 14-16. 

1? Bethune-Baker, 4n Introductian to the Early History ef Christian 
Doctrine, London 1908, p. 148. 

229 ¢ tf. S., Origenes V, 32, 29. 

Ibid. V, 348, 1 ff. 

142 Thid. IV, 54, 20; V, 352, 21, V, 34, 44.; cf. IV, 485, 1S. 

ae Sr vero omnia quae patris sunt, Christi sunt, inter omnia vero qune 
est patris, est etiam “omnipotens,’ sine «dubic etiam unigenitus filinus esso 
debet ‘amnipstens, ut amnix quae habet pater etiam filius habeat. .. . 
Et ideo in eo tpso, quo obtinet omnia, gloria sna est... . Sapientia vera 
dez, quae est unigenitus fillus eins quoniam in omnibus inconvertihitis est 
et incommutabilis, el substantiale in eo omnme bonum est, quod utique 


mutari aut converti numquim potest, idvirco pura eius ac sincera gloria 
pracdicatur.” ibid, V, 43, 19 ff, 
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subordinate to the Father, and the iloly Spirit as being subordinate 
to the Son?* ‘There is no divizion m the Divine Nature, for a 
spiritual substance cannot be divided,’ ynd the subordination 
language of Origen probably refers to the diviston of furetion 
among the three Persons of the Vrinity in refereiice to the Divine 
operations “ad extra.??** Justinian’? accused Origen of calling 
Christ a xrigpa,’*® but his very quotation would fsdieate the rela- 
tive sense in which Oriven widerstood it. Tt Wisdom could speak 
in Proverbs VIII: 22 ag being created the beginning of God’s 
ways for Ttis works (Kijpeos exturdy pe dp yoy ddav atireu els tpya 
atrod), Origen had Seriptural warrant for using the term m that 
restricted scnse, as upplying fo a function assumed toward erea- 
tien, and not to the essential nature of Divine Wisdom’ Origen 
speaks tea frequently of the Seu’s generation from the Piuther to 
allow one to beHeve that this Jone instance, tt il be genuine, 1s to 


14 fharrédvews G¢ mapa wardgo 6 vids . . . Ere be Brvovws 7O wWreitua 7a ayior. 


fhid. V, 0, 2 ff.; ef. V, 360, 1 1%.: EF, 232. 0 fF, TV, ve, 1 i. 
46“ Observandunt namique est, ne qitis incurrat in kis ahsurdas falulas 


eorum, qui prolationes qnaxdam sihi ipsi depingunt, ut divinam naturain 
s ext dividant, cum hor de 


in partes vucent et deum patreu: quantum in = 
incorporen natura Vel leviter suspicart non selum oxtremae impietatis sit, 
Terum eétiain ultimae insipientiaec. vec oniuiie vet ad mteligentiam conse- 


quens, ut incorpor\eac vaturae substantialis divisio possif imteliegi.”  Zdid, 


V, 35, 9 ff. 

see Tt will thea appear that the subordination of the Divine Persons, 
s9 much urged apainst Origen, generally consists in differences of appro- 
priation (the Father ereafor, the Sou redeemer, the Spirit sauctifier) 
Which seem to altribute to the Persons an unequal sphere of action, or in 
the Hturgical practice of praying the Father through the Sen in the Holy 
Ghost, or in the theory so widespread in the Greek Chureh of the first five 
tenturies, that the Father has a pre-cminence of Tank {ras} over the two 
other Persons, inasmuch as in inentioning them He ordinarily has the 
first place, and of dignity (aéiwea), heeause He represents the whole 
Divinity, of whieh He is the principle (dpyqj, the origin (divios}, and the 
source (ryyn). That is why St. Athanasius defends Origen’s orihoduxy 
roancerming the Trinity and why St, Basil and St. Gregory of Nazianzus 
replied lo the heretics who claimed the support of his authority that they 
misanderstoot hin.” Prat, rigen, in Cath. Hue. NIL 408, 

MW Bp, ad Menderes (Monst [X, 425), quoted in G.C.S. ¥, 348, 11 ff. 

5 Lawry, Zid Grigen Style the Son a «ricgue?, in Jour. Pheol, Stud. 39 


(1938), pp. 30-42. 
149 Bigg, Phe Christian Platontsts of Alecandria, Oxford 1886, p. 181. 
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be understood in any Arian sepse.*? Although Ovigen’s philose- 
phy, no doubt, contributed its share to his subordinationistic 
language regarding the Son and the Holy Spirit, Scripture passages, 
il] understood, such as “The Father is greater than 1,” were 
generally the starting point.** 

Origen uses Sou, Wisdom, Logos, Only-begotten, and Firsthorn 
of ali creation us practical equivalents m referring to the pre- 
tmcarnate Christ. AU have reference to the one and only Son 
beyotien of God the Father, but the reasons for the titles depend 
upon the yarious relationships of this Son. Thera js a long, 
wearisome discussion in the Commentary on St. John '?* regarding 
many of the titles of Christ, buf the title of Pirsthorn of all erea- 
tion, although used frequently in the section, is not commonted 
apon as such. From a eursery comparison with some of the other 
tilles, one may conclude that Origen couneeted the tilde, not with 
the Son’s generation from the Father, but with the Son’s offer 
in respeet to creation. Thus he writes in chapter 22% of the first 
book: “‘And if we go through all Fis titles carefully we find that 
He is the dpyy only in respect of His being Wisdom. Not even 
as the Logos is JTe the dpyy, far the Logos was in the épyy. And 
so one might venture to say that Wisdom is older than all thoughts 
that are expressed in the titles of the Firstborn of all creation.” 
(apeoPurepoy advrav tay emwvoouptvoy rais dveyacias rob TAwroToKoOU 
maoys xTicews eat % godia).** Wisdom and Firstborn, however, 
are by nature one and the same (Nec tamen alius est primogenitus 
per naturam quam supicntia, sed unus atque idem cst).2** Both 
titles refer to the same Divine Person of the Son, but under dif- 
ferent aspects. The Son of God is the Only-begotten {Moeroyeris) 
by treason of His being begotten from the Father’s substance in 
an eternal generation; and although Origen does not state so ex- 
plicitly, the Son of God appears to be the Firstborn of all creation 
(IIpwrdroxes TATHS xricews } by reason of His office towards crea- 
tion. This view, adopted in the next century by St. Athanasius, 
seems ta have been antictpated hy Origen. Origen improved on 
the Apologists of the Second Century by abandoning the idea of 


12 Butterworth, Origen on First Principles, London 1936, p. 314, n. 6, 
121 Bigg, op. cit., p. 183. 133 thid, IV, 24, 16-22. 
taa Gr. C. &. IV, Pp. 23-41. aad ibid. y, 28, 18-T1. 
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the: temporal generation of the Son for that of Tlis eternal gone- 
26 He still held, however, to the generation by the will of 
meant will as identical 
will" Ele seotmed fo 
equal at feast in some 


_ ration. 

the Father, although by wili he may have 
with essence rather than an act of free 
realize that the Father and Son mast be 
aspects, yet much of his terminology remains subordinatianistic, 
and his doctrine more or Jess enigmatic? 

The period between the death of Ovriven and the outhreak of the 
Arian heresy is a rather obscure one in Charch history.1** As 
the documents are so few and fragmentary, i6 Js di cult at times 
to trace the course of ideas and of events. The iniuenee of Ori- 
gen, however, is manifest in the evidence such as it is. Iu the 
eatechetical school of Alexandria, Origen had beeu suceeded by 
Heraelas, Dionysins, Wheognostos, aud Vierius.?’  Ieraclas and 
Dionysius had been pupils of Ovigen, and suceeeded euch other, 
not only as heads of the cafechetical school, but also as bishops of 
Alexandria, Tierius beeane known as Origen, the younger.*? 
Gregory ‘Lhaumaturgus, Bishup of Neo-Caesares in Pontus, had 
been a pupil of Origen at Cacsarea in Palestine for five years, and 
before leaving had pronounced a panegyric on his beloved master. 
Bishop Alexander of Jerusalum, Bishop Theoctistus of Caesarea in 
Palestine, and Bishop Firmilian of Caesarea in Cappadocia were 
amougst his best friends. At the Synod of Antioch in 268, It was 
the old friends of Origen who were most instrumental in briuging 
about the condemnation of the Adoptionistic views of Paul of 
Samosata, the bishop of that See, and the excommunication of 


“8 Tixcront, History of Dogmas, St, Louis 1910, I, 268. 

448 qui utique natus ex eo est yelut quacdam voluntas eius ex mente 
Procedens. .. . Magis ergo sieut voluntas procedit ¢ mente et neque 
partem aliquam mentis sceat neque xb ca separatur aut dividitur; talt 
quadam specie putandus est pater filium genuisse, imayinem setlicent suam, 
ut gicut tpse est invisibilis per naturam, ita huayinerm queque invisihilem 
kenuerit.” 0. 8. Vi, 35, 37%. Resarding the expression Segoe yervnddy 
see Newman, The Arians of the Fourth Century, London 1908, pp. 193-286. 

1 Pohle-Preuas, The Divine Trinity, St. Louis 1912, p. ISL. 


124 Tixeront, op. cit. I, 377. 
4 Bardenhewer, op. cit, IT, 158-203; Radford, Three Ticachers of Alexan- 


drie, Cambridve 1908; Feltoe, St. Uionystus of Alexandria, Londen 1918. 
Jerome, Be vir. ai. 76, 


oO ot Origenes junior vocaretur.” 
lp Ge. X, 1052 ff. 
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Lucian, who is generally regarded as the real author of Arianism!” 

Regarding our problem of the mpwrdroxes rdaoqy xrigews there 3s 
but little in the fragments surviving from this pertod. Dionyzine 
of Alexandria wrote to Pope Aystua IJ i 247 regarding the 
Sabellianism prevalent in the Libyan Peniapelis, describing it as 
impious and full of blasphemy regarding the Aimighty God and 
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ and full of wibellief atwut His 
only-begotten Son, the Firsiborn of all creation, the Incarnate 
Word, and displaying want of perception regarding the Uoaly 
Spirit.@" Here Firstbern of all creation appears between Ouly- 
begotien Sow and the Incarnate Word, but with no further exphi- 
nation regarding the basis of the tith, Dionysius contumed to 
attack the Sabellians, and im his zeal he used language which elt 
limself open to counter attack. He was reported to his namesake, 
Dionysrus of Home, as having tn his combat against one heresy 
fallen info another.’5* Dionysius ef Rome sumanoned a synod ot 
Rome in 260, which condemned the suspected teaching, without, 
however, naming Dionysius of Alexandria. fn connection with the 
decree of the synod, a private letter was sent by Diunysius of Rome 
ta Dionysius of Alexandria, asking for an explanation. Dionysius 
of Alexandria prepared an extensive reply in four books, cutitied 
Refutation and Defence, in which, while admitting some imprudent 
analogies, he valled attention to others which express his trae 
views."*° Apparently, the reply was considered satisfactory, for 
no more is heard of the incident, and in the following century 
St. Athanasius, the champion of orthodoxy against the Arians, 
defended Dionysius with quotations from this same Fefutation and 
Defence.'*6 

Dionysius of Nome in his report of the Synod’s findings speaks 


*88 Bardy, Recherches aur Saint Lucien d'Antioche et son Ecole, Paria 
FO36, p. 46 #. 

3 Syras acefols koi Braggyuiavy wohkAHe Exorvros wepi rot mavroxpdrapos 
Gecov cal warpes tov avpiov quar 'Inrod Rpirrot, detrriay re wokhkye Frorres 
wept row povoryerous maidds abrod nal rawrotéxoy waoge ericews, Tod évarépwad 
garras Adyou, draiv@noiav d€ ror dyiov weevtparos, PLL. V, eal. 92. 

8 Athanasius, On the Opinion af Dionysius, P.G. XX, cot. 500. 

8 Fragments in Pf. V, 118-1260; ef. Feltoe, op. cit, pp. 101-107; The 
Ante-Nicenc Fathers, Buffalo 1886, pp. 92-84. 

139 Athanasius, op. cit., aol. 502 ff. 
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of those who would make the Son a work (voiyya) and asks: “SAnd 
one may say to them, OQ reckless men, is He a work, who is the 
Firstborn of aj! creation, who ts bern from the womb before the 
morning star, Who said as Wisciom, ‘ Before ail the hills tic begets 
me??? Continuing, he stutes: “And in niany passages of the 
divine ora¢les is the Son satd to have been generated, but nowhere 
to have come into being; which manifestly convicts those of mtis- 
conception about the Lord’s geueration, who presume to call Idis 
divine and ineffable generation a making.” Previously, he had 
interpreted the truce seuse of the Proverbs text (xiipeos Exticé pe 
Gpyny odsy atrot) by saying thut we must understand éxrige in 
this passage as ‘He set over the works made by Him,’ that is, 
‘made by the Son Tlimself.? “ gsmwwe must not be taken here for 
erainae, for creating (as used here) ciffers from wating”? The 
Firstborn of all ereation is thei not a creature. Tt is a title of 
the pre-incaruate Logos, but whether by reason of JTis generation 
from the Father or werely by reason of an appoiniment in respect 
to creation is not elear. 

The outstanding feature of the third century speculation regard- 
ing the Trinity is the eternal generation of the Son as Son. The 
second century Apologists, while holding the eternity of the Logos 
as Logos, were inclined to speak of 4 temporal generation of the 
Logos into Sonship at the time of and for the purpose of creation. 
The Logos, who was eternally in the bosam of the Father, comes 
forth, yet without heing separaied from the Father, and hecoraes 
as it were the firstborn of the creation which the Father will bring 
into being through Ifim. Although through the influence of 
Origen the tendency during the third century and after will be 
to speak of the eternal generation of the Sou, the title Firstborn 
of ull creation will be coupled with the Son’s function at creation 
and not with His generation from the Father. Ue will be con- 
sidered as the Only-begotten by reason of His eternal generation 
from the Father, and VFirstborn of all creation by reason of His 


function in respect to creation. 


197 Athunusius, He Decretis Nicaenae Synodi, P.G. XXV, 464-465, 
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From the death of Origen (255) and of St. Cyprian (258) until 
the Council of Nicaea (325) ig a rather barren one in theological 
literature not only in the Wast, but also in the West, Deticins of 
Antun and Victorinus of Petavio (in Paunonia) were Latin 
bishops, but their influence was merely local, and their works have 
survived only in fragments, Arnobius, Lactantius, and probably 
the poet Commodianus, who were laymen with a rather ineager 
knowledge of theology, are the chief representatives ainougst the 
Christian Latin authors in the early part of the fourth cuutnry. 

Regarding our problem of the Firsibern of every creature, there 
is but little to record in these authors, Commodianas has enly a 
linc:* “lic ost primogenitus per prophctas ante praedictus, ut 
yocitaretur in terris Altisstmi prolix.’ Earlier in the poem, Com- 
modianus had used Sahellian language, such as: “ Hie pater in 
filio venit, Deus unus ubique Nee pater est dictus, nisi factus flius 
esse”? Like the Sabellians, he confounds the persons of Father 
and Son. As the Father becomes the Son by reason of the 
incarnation, for Commodianus the primogenitus is the Father 
incarnate, 

Lactantius, most probably African born, was, according to St. 
Jerome, a pul of Arnobins at Sicca in Numidia.* At the request 
of Dtocletian, he tanght rhetoric at Nicomedia in Bithynia, the 
residence of the emperor. Whether he was converted in Africa 
before going to Nicomedia is not certain, but when Diocletian 
began persecuting the Christiaus in 308, Lactantins lost his posi- 
tion, und was reduced te poverty for many years. Appointed tutor 
to Crispus by Constantine, Lactantius took up his residence at 
Trier. he exact date of his death js not known. 

Lactantins has been called the Christian Cicero. His language 
is polished, but he is far more skilful in his attack on heathenism 


*Caurmen Apologetioum, verse 465 (€.8.B.L. XV, 158}. 
7 Fiid., Verses 278-277, p. 132. 
* De ver, ath Ba. 
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than in his defence of Cluistianity.* ‘Phe Divinarwm fastitu- 
tionum Libri Vii is his principal work, aud shows the mfuence 
of Tertullian regarding the generittion of the San. dtke ‘Certul- 
ian, he regards the generation as talang place, not from eternity, 
but in veferauce to creation, Thrs he writes: “Dens tgitur 
machinator constitutorquy rerun... antequaam praeelarca hee 
opus Mundi adoriretnyr, sanctum ef muprruptibiiens spivituniy guna, 
quem filium nuncuparet, cf quamyis alies postea imnumorahtles 
ereavisset, quos angeins dighnus, hane lance solim prinagenitum 
divyint nominis appellutione Cienatas est, pxitria senaceb wirtute ac 
maiestate poilentem.”’*’ The Sou then according ta Lactantias is 
Firsiborm by reason of a trun generation, and not becuuse of a 


function. 
The Son has tro births {bis esse natuin, primum in spiritu, 
qui ctim cssef a principio fils dei, regene- 


postea In carne .. 
Th Elis birth according to 


ratus est dentto secundun carnem).® 
His divine nature, He was without mother (in prima cnim nativ- 
tate spiritali dpyrep Tuit, quia sie officie matris a solo deo patre 
generttus est).? In His birth according ta the Hesh, Fle was 
without father (in sceunda vero carnali dsrdrwp fuit, quoniam sine 
patris officio virginali utero procreatus est, ut medium inter deum 
hominemque suhstuntiam yerens nostram hane fragilem inbecil- 
lamgue naturam quasi mann ad immortalitatem posset educure). 
dt was this Firsthorn Sen of the Father's nature who came into 
the world to teach mankind the tree religion (sed ium filium 
alum primoageniinm, illum optticem rerum ef constlatorem suum, 
delabi jussit e caclo, ut religionem sanctam dei ftrausferret ad 
gentes).® Tor Lactantius as tor 'Fertuilian, primogenttus was a 
title helonging to the clivinity of Christ by reason of [Lis generation 
from God the Father. 

Although the influence of Origen continued ta be felt in the 
Greek-speaking Orient mto the fourth century, some of his views, 
particularly those concerning the eternity of matter and the pre- 


*“{Ftinam tam nostra affirmare potuisset quam facile 2Hena.” Jerome, 


Ep, 58, 10. 
to. S. ALB. XiX, Pars I, 
in f/het, PRéol. Cath. VIII, 2488. 
° Jéid. 295, af. 7 Féed. 316, 16 ff, 8 Thid. 308, 10, 


286, Off.; cf. thid. 129, S.; Amann, Lactence, 


ae) 
oe oe 
a 
- in 
eto etemmmeset 


Cio as fdas © iol o ema o 


comments encase” SP cemmms exceed Somme «| 


. oe 
. cial 0 ae ite. o ee ee 


50 Firsthorn of Every Creature 


existence of souls, were vigorously opposed. St. Peter, the bishop 
of Alexazctria, and St. Methodius, the bishop of Olympus (both 
martyred about sil}, were the most outspoken i denouncing cer- 
tuin speculative theses of Origen. As far as can be judged trom 
their writings, ueither St. Peter nor St. Methodius ditfeced from 
Grigen regarding the generation of the Son af God. ‘There is no 
reference to Firséborn in the fragments ot St. Veter,” aud only a 
fussing reference lu St. Methodius.?° 

The attacks op Orizen aroused the imprisoned St. Pampihilus of 
Cacaarea, a former pupil of Pievius, to wrife, in collaboration with 
Busebiug of Caesarea, a Defence of Grigen.? Only the first book 
of this treatise has Jeen preserved in a translation by Rufinus. 
The third chapter gives a series of extracts from the warks of 
Origen regarding his views ou the eternal generation aud divinity 
of the Sun of Ged. Amongst these is a passage from Origen’s 
First Principles * referring to the Son as the primogenitus omnis 
ereaturae by reason of His being the medium or inediator between 
creatures and God {superest ut harum omnium creatururum ct 
Det, medrum, id est mediatorem quacramus, quem Paulus apas- 
tolus primogenitum omults creaturae pronuntiat).> St. Pamphilus 
gives no comment, but very likely he accepts Origen’s interpretation 
and understands the expression as referring to the function rather 
than to the nature of the Son. 

Although the works of Origen were heing keenly scrutinized at 
this time, 3t was not his views but those of Arius which were to 
become the maim object of controversy during the greater part of 
the fourth century. Arius, a priest of Alexandria, was condemned 
about 320 by Alexander,* his bishop, and again by the first oecu- 
menieal comncil of Nicaea in 325, for holding that Christ was 
a creature, aud not the Son of God in the strict sense of the term.” 
The idea was not of Arius’s invention. Origen?? had detected it 


°P.G. XVULE, 467-522; Pitra, Analecta Sacra IV, 189, 426. 

10 Sympostum TIT, 3 (G.C.8., Methodius 29, 21; ef. 30, 20). 

2 Eusebius, &. 2, VI, 33, 4. 

2TI,¢. vi, n. I. 4 ff @ VILL, col. 548 ff. 

Pog. AVIT, cal, 560 A. PG XXVI, col. 778 C. 

7# Athanasius, De Synodis 15-16 (P.G. XXVI, col. 705-711). 

17“ Nay, it tae remarkable fact that it wag he (Origen} who discovered 
the heresy outside the Church on its first rise, and actually gave the alarm, 
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in the preceding century, as had also Pope Dionysins of Romie,’ 
-gnd the Gouneil of Antioch," which had coudenined Paul of Samo- 
sata. Arius, a Libyan, hed studied with St. Lucian of Antioch, 
ang it is there that the ideas which developed into the Arian 
system ere generally sought. 

St. Lucian 7° was the founder ef uw school of biblical exeesis at 
Antioch, which in contrast to the excessive allegorical method of 
the Alexandrian school, stressed the literal seuse. dh) addition, St. 
Lucian ig credited with a revision af the Septuagint and of the 
New Testament. As Arius, Kusebius of Niconiedia, and other 
Arian leaders prided themselves ou having heen tus disciples, if 1s 
generally thought that St. Lucian rust huve held views similar to 
those of Paul of Samosata. Ie was under excommuricatton during 
three episcopates, but seams to have been reconcilat some time 
before bis martyrdom in 322. 

Arianism took various forms under the stress of controversy, but 
the fundamental idea always was that Christ was merely a ercabure, 
although the first of creatures. The Artans cid not deuy the pre- 
existence of Christ before His incarnation. They readily admitted 
that He was a pre-existent being, in tact the first of beings after 
God, and that through Ifim all other beings were created. They 
conceded him divine powers, but they denied that He was a @ivine 
being by nature.** 

_ Now the guistanding tradition from the very beginning of Chris- 
tianify regarding Christ had always been that He was a divine 
being by nature. Ife was no creature udopted into divinity from 
without, er invested with divine powers, but the very Son of Goa, 
begotten fram the substanee of God the Father, There may have 
been variations in the explanations regarding the manner of His 


sixty years before Avius’s day.” Mewman, The Amreazs of the Fourth 
Century. landov 1923, p. 97; ef. Athanasius, Le Deoretia 27 (PF. G. XXY, 
eal. 465 BC). 

Be HBecretes 26 (PL, NXV, col. 481 8.3; De Sent. Dionysi: 2 (PL G, 
KXV, col. 492 ff.). 

** Pe Syxodis 43 (FP... KXVT, cal. 768C); Eusebius, #. BE. VII, 27-30, 

“ Bardy, Mecherches sur Lucien @Antioche et son écote, Parin 1936, pP- 
33-81; Healy, Lucian of Antioch, in Cath. Enc. IX, 409. 

Cf. Arius, TVhatia, quoted by St. Athanasius in De Synodis 14 (P. g. 
KXVi, col. 700-708). 
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gencration, and at times inaccurate langnuge even in orthodox 
circles, bat no one doubted the fact. Wvery Catholic beliaved that 
Christ was God in the proper sense of the term, aid worshipped 
fhe Actans then were rightly regarded as heretical 


tim as God. 
Phe condict with Arianism 


innovaters, and condemned as such. 
forced theologians to re-study niinutely the question of suherdiza- 
tionism, aid the result was the acknowledgmené of the perfect 
equality of the three Divine Parsons. ‘he eubordinationistie lan- 
guage regarding both the Son and the Holy Spirit, which had 
plagued theological discussions for more than two centuries, then 
practically disappeared in orthodox circles. 

Phe Artans, like all other heretics before and since thetr time, 
were melined to make appeals to Scripture in justifying their 
views. Although most of the Arian writings have perished. we 
know from the works of St. Athanasius aud others what texts were 
generally advanced hy them,** Amongst these, it appears that 
Proverbs ViJ£: 22 and Col. 1, 15 held a prominent piace. On 
the busis of these texts, the Arians held that the pre-Incarnate 
Christ was not God hy nature, but the first of Ilis creatures, 
created hy Him fram nothing before all other creatures, and in 
turn creating all the rest. 

Alexander, the bishop of Alexandria (312-328), acted ewittly 
and summoned a synod, which condemned the heretical doctrine 
and excommunicated Arius with his followers. An encyclical let- 
ter, Written probably by Alexander’s secretary, the deacon Atha- 
nasius, wis sent to the other bishops of the world, uotifying theni 
of what had heen done.#* Arius appealed to his farmer classmate, 
Eusebius, the bishop of Nicomedia, and Kusebius in furn interested 
the Emperor Constantine in the controversy.** When Alexander 
refused (o yicld in a matter of so vite] importance,** Constantine 
invited all the bishops of the world to assemble at Nicaea for a 


general counct},?4 
4 Athanasius, Adversus Arianos, Oratio +R, 37 F.; TI; IT (Pe. G. XXVI 


col. 88-468); Didymus, Me Frinitate Lot (Pg. XN XIX, col. 8057.3; 
ef. Bethune-Baker, dn introduction to the Barly History of Obristianity, 


London 1903, pp. 181-162 and nate. 
77 Athanasius, P. Gq. KXY, enl, 393 ff. 
** Theadoret, #. B. J, 4-6. 
** Sacrates, 27. B. J, 7. 
*¢ Kasebius, Vita Constentini III, 4. 
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- Alexander had written personally a long letter about the Arians 
and their heretical doctrines to his namesake Alexander, bishop of 
Constantinople. He states that it is an insane ihing to think that 


the Son was made from things which are not, and that there was 
Alexander argues sulitly that as the 


4 tine when fe was nol. 
Son made ail things He must have made time, and so must have 


bem before fime. The Arigus, m xypeaking of a time when the 
Son wes not, put time before the Son, and thus mide the Serip- 
tures appear to speak falsely in cailing the Sou the apwrorexas 
Hividently, Alexinder considers the term mpwréraxes 


ToTHs kzigews.*? 
in the sense of priority to and c¢xclusion from the class of all 


Whether he considers it as a term of natmre Jike 


created things. 
povoyerns is not clear. As the pitssage is coucerned with the creative 


fraction of the Son, T Put OTOKOS WeLerys xtisews here probably refers 
to that function. Hie who Is pavoyer7s by nature is alse TPUTOTOKOS 
moons xrioews by reason of Jlis creative function. 

The Council of Nieazer met in 325 with the Fraperor Constan- 
tine in attendance.* According to Athanasius, who had accom- 
panied Alezander to the Council, thera were 318 bishops present. 
Pope Sylvester I was represented by two priests. The Acts of the 
Counesl, apart from the erced aud canons adopted, have been lost, 
but it ig generally believed that Hosius, Bishop of Cordova in 


Spain, presided. An Arian creed was submitted through Eusebius 
Husebius of 


of Nicomedia, but was torn up by the bishops.** 


Caesarea then presented a creed which may have boen the baptismal 
This creed was used as a basis, but several 


creed of Caesarca 3" 
important changes were made to exclude the possibility of any 


Atian interpretation. The phrase mperdéroxus adays xtigews Was 
dropped. The main reason, no doubt, was the heretical interpre- 
tation which the Arians tried to fasten to the text in spite of the 

As there were 


immediate context which disproved their view, 
several current orthodex explanations, none could be insisted wpon 


as absolutely traditionul, and the hishops whe framed the creed 


7 PLE. AVIE, eol. 557. 
74’Tixeront, History of Bagmas, St. Louis 1914, Il, 32-35; cf. Bethune- 


Baker, op. cit,, pp. 105-174 and notes. 
26 Theoduret, A. #. 1, 7%. 
3" Socrates, 4. #. 1, 8, 
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in its final form probahiy felt that the expression, even thoxah 
sctiptural, was too obscure fer the creed. 
Only two of the bishops present refused to subscribe to the 
Nicene Creed, and these were promptly exiled with Arius. Were 
it not for the intrigues of Eusebius of Nicomedia, Arianism prob- 
ably would have been soon forgotten. Eusebius of Nicomedta cor- 
veniently signed the ereed, and then became the leader of aa 
unscrupalows group which for the vext generation tried 40 set it 
aside. Alexander of Alexandria, Eustathius of Aatioch, Mar- 
cellus of Anvyra, Hosius of Cordova, aud partiewlarly Athanasius, 
who succeeded Alexander in 328, became the staunchest defenders 
of Nicene orthadoxy. Marcellus, however, because of some ext rue 
views, became an embarrassment to the Nicene group? There was 
sti] another party, led by Husebius of Caesarea, wlia looked upon 
themeclves as conservatives between the Nicenes and Arinus, and 
were continually seeking compromising formulas that might satisfy 
alf concerned. Although Eusebius of Caesarea was noi. an Arian 
in doctrine, the Arians knew that they could generally depend 
upen his support, ‘The whole matter became complicated by 
personal friendslups, political and ecclesiastical a] ig@mments, and i 
at times doctrinal considerations became rather secondary. 
fiusebius of Caesarea (260-340) received his scholarly training 


from St. Pamphilus, the founder of a@ magnificent Jibrary at 
Caesarea. During the persecution of 307, he collaborated with 
the Imprisoned Pamphilus on a Defence of Origen.** Pamphilus 
was martyred, and Eusebius fled first to Tyre and then to EBeypt. 
where he suffered for the Faith. When the persecution ceased, he 
returned to Caesarea, and was made bishop of that See. JTIo was 
an able bishop, and exercised considerable influenve, not oily in 
his diocese and itt ecclesiastical circles generally, but also on the 
Emperor Constantine, His Ecclesiastical History is a work of 
first importance, and he is nghtly called the Father of Church 
History, His friendship, however, with many of the Arian party 
ast a shadow over his orthodoxy. Unlike the Arians, who held 


** (Fwatkin, Studies of drianiem, Cambridge 1900, pp, 75-79. 

** 2bid., pp. 84-87; ef. Newman, Select Tracts of Athanasius II, 198-202. 
“Gwatkin, Gy. ott, p. 69, n, 2. 

* Rusehius, 7. #. VI. 33, 4. 
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that the pre-existent Son was by nature a creature, Husebius 
helieved that He was the true Son of God, begotten of the sab- 
stance of the Father. and consequently God by nature and not by 
adoption. ‘There are, if is true, some sesttercd phrases tn his 
earlier works to which objection has been made, but the general 
line of his thonght is clear, Eusebius ahvays held the Divine 
Sonship in the strict sense of the term, and in bis later works he 
explicitly condemned the Arian thesis that Christ was a creeture.™ 
In respect to the WpwrUTOKOS Welesys KTUFEWS, if: may be suid that 
for Eusebius the expression waa always a title af the pre-existent 
Son, He connects Col, 1:14 with St. John 1:1 and with Proverbs 
VIE: 22, and interpreta all three of the pre-existent Sons? Only- 
begotten and Tirsthora oecur frequently together, and apparently 
as titles based on the generation of the Son (Kat ras rot poruyerads 
airet Kat mporroroxoy yererews)."7 The protested strongly against 
Marcellus, Bishop of Ancyra, wlio tn tarpreted A pwrorekes rdons 
crirews Of the incarnate Son,%* 

Marcellus, a staunch Nicene, had written a hook, attacking the 
views of Asterius, the leading literary light af the Arians. TWuse- 
bius felt that Marecllus in his refutation of Asterius had fallen 
into the older heresy of Sabellius. Tike spent the remaining years 
of his life in hattling against the Sabellianism of Marcellus, and 

_sueceeded in having Marcellus removed from his See in a council 
held at Constantinople in 336. On the basis of a profession of 
faith which Marcellus made subsequently, Pope Julias © yindi- 
cated Mareehus at Rome in 340, as did alse the Council of Sardica 
m 343, and St. Athanesius remained in communion with jim. 
Kusebius wrote two lengthy (reatises against the views of Marcellus, 
and from the extracts which he quotes, he seams ta prove his 
contention. Marcellus probably foaled his friends. Ultimately, 
he was discredited.*° 


* The Hee. Pheot. I, ix (P. o. XXIV, vol. 840 4); ef. Socrates, H.#, II, 22. 

* Dem, Hueng. V (£.G. XXIL, col. 348 ff). 

87 Jhid., col. 352 D. 

Contra Marecllum LI, iii (P.G. XXIV, col. 800-805). 

~ Athanasius, Historia Arianorum ad Monachos 6 (P.G. XXY, col, 
700-701). 

“Cayré, Précts de Patroloyie, Paria 21931, I, p. 320; ef. Epiphanius, 
Hacer. 72. 
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In regard to our question, Eusebius quotes Marcellus as inter- 
preting Col, [1:15 of Christ’s humanity (xputorexns oly drdom 
xrigews Ot TV Kara adpxa yeverty).2* Tle represents Marcellus as 
suying that the most holy Logos was not the Firsthorn of all crea- 
tion before His incarnation (08 rev obtes 6 dytirvares Adyos mpd 
ry évarOpamyarws mpwrérokos dardans xrigews Groparro}, Lut became 
the Firsthborn of all creation on becoming the first new man iD 
whom God willed to recapitulate all things (dAA& ror spdrov xawoy 
dvOpwror, cis bv Ta wapra dvaxehadadcacfar EBovdj iy & Oeos, toto 
ai Seiat ypadat xpwrdroxov wdaqs cvoudfover Krigews).*? In his fe 
Ecclesiastica Theologia, Kusebins quotes Col, T: 15-17 agai, and 
gays that all this is spoken of the divinity of the Son, Marcellus 
to the contrary notwithstanding (ratra yap qepi ris Geary_ros THO 
viod roi! Bear, Kay pi MupxéAAw donq epnras).42 Avast this new 
interpretation of Marcellus, Husebius insisted that the expressiou 
was to he taken of the Son’s divinity. Although Fusebius ts net 
always very clear on the point, rpwrdrexos xaays xrigeus seems to 
be based on nature rather than function (6 ¢& afrow yevryfes tov 
waTpas éy popdy tarjpye Ocod, cixwy x’ fv trav cov rod dopdrov xat 
mpwrTOraxos amdens Ktigews). 

St. Athanasius (296-373) was the ablest and most uncompromising 
foe of the Arian heresy during this period. He had seen Arianism 
in its beginnings at Alexandria, and had witnessed its condermua- 
tion at the Council of Nieaea in 325. From his accession to the 
See of Alexandria in 328 until his death in 373, he waged waveas- 
ing werfure agninst the detractors af our Lord’s divinity. Jive 
times he wag exiled from his See through the machinations of his 
enemies, hut he lived to see the Arian party practically broken, 
and he died peacefully in his Sce surrounded by his clergy. 

St. Athanastus’s contribution to the development of doctrine 
consisted chiefly in bis insistence on the full divinity of the Son. 
Father and Son were equal in all things in that each possessed 
individually and completely the one unchangeable Divine Nature,‘ 
That Jesus Christ was the Son of God in the strict sense of the 
term was the traditional teaching of the Church from the hegin- 
ning. Speculation, however, regarding the relation of Father and 


iP G. XXIY, col. 806 D. *2 Fhid., coil. 801 A. *8 Fhid., col. 835 I). 
4* Mratio c. Arianes ITI, 8 (P.G. XXXVI, col. 332 C). 
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Son within the Godhead, and other related matters, was not uni- 
form, and the subordinationistic explanations of the Apologists 
would lead ultimately into the blind alley of heresy. Origen made 
an advance with the idea of an eternal generation, buf he retamed 
much of the subotdinationistic Janguage eof the Apologists before 
him. Jt remained for St. Athanasius to ricl theological speculation 
of subordinationism in regard. to the Son. 

In respect to our text, Bi. Athanasius has a long discussion jn 
the Second Discourse against the Arians** who used mpwrdtoxos 
wéays xrticens Lo prove that Christ was merely the first of creatures. 
He who is the poveyerys cattnot be a creature. Christ is hoth 
povoyerys ANd rpwrdtones, but for different reasons, “for the same 
can not be both only-beyatien and firstborn, escept im different 
relations, that is, ondy-begotien, because of Wis generation fram 
the Father {poveyerqs piv Oa ry ex warpas yemmow), and firsthorn, 
because of [his condesernsion to the creation and Fis making the 
many Jtis brethren (apuritecos 6&8 3k tw «is THy xTioW oyxatda- 
Bacw, xat ty THY TOAAGY GSeAdorotnecy ).™ 


St. Athanasius thought 
of a firstborn as the first of a series, forgetting that among the 


Jewa a firstborn was called such from birth, and redeemed hefore 
there was any possibility of other brothers and sisters. 

According to St. Athanasius, the Son was called Firsthorn, not 
because Tle was from the Father, but because in Him creation 
came to be (vb dd 7d éx ratpis dpa mpwrorenos EKAnOn, GAAG Bia TO 
& abitd yeyeryorOat thy xtiow), and because in Tlim crettion was 
delivered from the bondage of corruption inta the glorious hiberty 


of the children of God (dd ras SouAcias tis GPapas cis TH édXevfepiay 
THs dogys Tay réxvoy rol Gens).47 Not onty of the original creation, 


Firstborn. 


but also af the new creation of redeemed mankind is tie the 


St. Athanasius thus makes the expression refer to 
Christ’s headship of both the original and the renewed creation. 


In both cases the expression denotes not the nature but the 
function of the Son. 


With this double referenee, St. Athanasius combined the inter- 


pretutions of Origen and Marcetlus regarding the mpareraxcas rauns 
KTiOCHS. 


Origen had referred the expresston to the function of the 


* Oratio ¢«. Artanos TI, 62. (P.G. XXVI, col, 277 ff.). 
@ fhid., col. 280 A. 


*T fied., cad, 286-292. 
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Son at creation, while Marcellus referred it to the function of the 
inearuate Son in the redemption of mankind, St. Athanasius had 
great admiration for the genius of Origen; however. without 
accepting all of Origen’s views. Marcellus he had befriended tor 
years in spite of the charges against him. 

‘Twenty-five years before St, Athanasius wrote bis Discourses 
aguinst the Arians, Marcellus had written against Asterias, In the 
extracts of Marcellus quoted by Tusebius is the view that an only- 
begotten cannot be a firsthorn, a view also found in St. Athauasins, 
Ta these same exlracts is also the view that the wpwreroxos maays 
xrigews ig ta be referred to the inearnate Son, a view whtel St. 
Athanasius did not use in his earlier works, written before the 
Arian controversy. In his Against fhe Heathen, St. Athanasias 
interprets the expression of the Son’s function in creation, ant one 
i tempied to believe that he added the interpretation referring It 
to the Tunction of the incarnate Son in the redemption under the 
influence of his friend Marcellus. 

The Slafement of Faith sometimes ascribed to St. Athanasms 
most probably is not from his pen.** Jt does, however, belong to 
this period. The author affirms that St, Panl ealls the Son the 
Firstborn of all creation to show that He is not a creature but the 
offspring of the Father. All things were created by the Father 
thrvuagh the Son, but the Son alone was eternally bogetten from 
the Father (ra yap TiyTa éxriaOnoav two Tou TAaTpos Sa rot view: 4 
Sé vids povos éx rod warps didios eyernjn), hence God the Word is 
the Firstborn of all creation, unchangeable from the uncharigzeable 
(8&6 zrpwtoroxes con muons xrigens 6 Geds ADyos, dtperrus c& drpéwrou) .*" 

Here the expression denotes nature and not function ag elsewhere 
in the works of St. Athanasius, and for this additional reason we 
are inclined to believe that the Statement of Faith is not from his 
pen. The view expressed is the same as that of St. Justin. The 
Son is the Firstborn of all creation because of His having heen 
begotten by the Father before all things. 

The three great Cappadocians, St. Basil of Caesarea (330-379), 
St. Gregory of Nazianzen (328-389), and St. Gregory of Nyssa 
(335-394), had an important place in the development of Trini- 
tarian doctrine. They helped particularly in formulating the 


‘*Cayré, op. cit. I, p. 338. ** PG. XV, col. 206 A. 
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3) 
theology concerning the Holy Ghast, and in clarifying the distine- 
$10 between oteia Aaricl tt oeTace. 


tegarding our problem of the 
Firstborn, we have only St. Gregary of Nyssa to cotisttor, as neither 


St. Basil nor St. Gregory of Niwiangen used the text. 


An Arian bishop named Hupomuius had written a book ualled 
Defence’ which St. Husil vefated with is algeinst Hunamius, 
Eunonins replied with another work entitled Jefence af the 


Defence. As St. Basil diced in the meaniime, Si. Gregory of 
Nyssa, his brother, entered the coutroversy, and replied ta Mine- 
mins in a lengthy work of twelve books. What is generally peinied 
as the second of these hooks is really another treatise of St. 
Gregory's, Written a few years later, but much of iis material is a 
Tepetition of the fourth book of the larger wark.” 


Tn both hooks,” 
St. Gregory discuases four yussages of St, Paul where the term 


mpwroroxos Oncurs, namely, Col. }:174, Ronn, Vil: 24, Gol, 0: 18, 
and Heh. 1:6, coneluding that in all these passiges rpuroéraxos hus 


teference to the ineurnate Rov as the end of the new creation of 
-Tedeemed manknid, 


He maiptains that the term Ontly-begotten 
eannot be understood with brothers, while dhe tetm PFirsthorn ean- 
hot he understood without them (obrve yap povayerys pera a8eAcbuiy 
“pnelTat, ovre Xwpls Ader a at pwtoToKas ).°* 


Tle states further that 
the words of St. John, In the beginning was the Word, refer to 


the Only-begotten, while the words And the Word was made flesh 
refer to the Firsthorn (érar pév yap etry Gre "By apxy ay oO Adyos, Sua 
TUVTOY TOY Bovayerh Erofaaper’ Grav BF éxdyy Gre “QO AGyas Gaps cycvero, 
bua tovTou Tay mpurdroxov 77 Siavola wapededdnefa)°* According to 
St. Gregory of Nyssa, Christ is the Firstbern of all creation by 
becoming in. His fiesh the head of the new moral creation of grace. 
Tn the treatise On Perfection, St. Gregory calls Mim explicitly the 
Firstborn of the New Creation (rs xatvijs xticews mpwrdroxov) >* 
St. Gregory of Nyssa thus falls m line with Marcellus of Ancyra 
and St. Athanasius in taking the wpwrdéroxos macys xrigeus of the 
Incarnale Son. 


ce Pla. XXX, col. &34-868, 
“2 Cayré, ap. rtt., p. 418. 
ePL Gg, XLY, eol. 600-505, 632-637. 


&? Fbid., eo). SOR C; ef. col. 504 D, 637 CD. 
54 Fhid.. col, 504 D. 
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6 


66 Firsthorn of Hvery Creature 


The unknown author of the work printed in Migue as the fourth 
and fifth books of St, Basil’s Agaiisé Munomaus was as anti-Anap 
as St. Gregory of Nyssa, and yet he held that it was not necessary 
to have brothers in order to be called a firstborn. Jie pointed out 
that Christ according to the flesh was the only son of the Virgin 
Mary, but was also called her firsthoruy («ai é« Maptas ris rapfevon 
povay yerrnOcis, wpmtorakas airis dpyrat}. Jn the Colasstan passage, 
however, instead of tuking wpwréroxas rdaoys xzicews us a title devot 
ing nature, he takes it as a tiile of function in respect to eveation. 
He argues that if Christ is called the Firstborn of the dead eiee 
He is the cause of the resurrection from the dead, so also is He 
the fursthorn of erection in being its cause (ed &€ MpPMTOTOKOS VEKpUL 
epyrat, Ga 70 atreas civat THs éx vexpoy dvadTdeeas, Olt KUL MpweTOTOKAS 
kricews, Sk TO attios clvae rot ef of dvrav cis 7d elvur wapayayen Ty 
rio }.°% 

Didyous the Blind (343-393) was the head of the Catechetical 
School of Alexandria during the last quarter of a century of St. 
Athupasius’s episcopate, and then for almost another quarter of a 
century. Fle was an admirer of Origen, but in [Tis ‘Trinitarian 
views he profited by the ideas of St. Athanasius and of the Cappa- 
docians.*? His own work on the Trinity was written after 380. 
In regard to the xpwrérocos mdans xtricews, Didymus prefers to 
interpret the expression of the incarnate Son, although he admits 
that it could be interpreted of the pre-existent Son; in fact, he 
suggests several interpretations.®*# 

The entire fourth chapter of the third book (De Trimitate) is 
devoted to the problem of Christ as Firsthorn. Against the Arians, 
who held that the title of Firsthorn of every creature put Christ 
into the category of creatures, Didymus quotes the whole passage 
(Col. I, 12-20) to show that the very context excludes such an 
interpretation, aud then suggests several orthodox explanations. 

(Christ is indeed the Only-begotten, because in His divine nature 
He has no brother (oty LOVOY ENS pev, ate ovK €exuv xara Ty Pri) 
appevarov yévvnow evepery tap’ ailrdy xara dvow ddeadov).? Tle is 

86 Pa, XXEX, col, 702. 

"Chapman, Didymus, in Cath, Bnc. IV, 784; Bardy, Didyme VAveugte, 
Paris 1910, pp. 73-109. 

8 Oe Trinitate III, ¢. iv (P.G. XXXIX, col. §28-840}. 

PG, XXXIX, col. $29 D. 
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the Firstborn of every creature, not because He wag created. first, 
for then He would be called FPirst-created (xpurdéroxas S¢ aadoys 
crivews, oF Sa TO mpoextictac altys, Gre dv mpwraxriaras exdzif), hut 
because He was born, as it were in the (divine) foreknowledge, of 
the holy Virgin before everything created (as 73 mpoyrocu .. . 
mp0 ALTOS Syusoup ya TOs liad) TH aving raphe rov veybers j. Ile be- 
came the xpuréroxos rdéays xtivcens When le deerecd to save man- 
kind, in His goodness proposing to repair the ancient failure and 
to make us worthy of participating ciernally fn heavenly bliss (4a 
Ty atrot dyaforntra O Zu7rhAp Thy waAaldy tua dyreitvat KaKompaylay, 
Kal dfioat pads dcawring droAavey TAS Tel Gra arovau hiwTds perovetas 
npoté pevns, Tpwratoxos Weer ys KT teres Eyévera ) °° Tn the preceding 
chapter, where he consifers Proverbs VALT: 82 (atipens Extice pe 
dpyyy éfdy afizod) in reference to the Divine Forceknowledge, he 
speaks of salvation as having heen pre-determined before the ages 
(owriprov Wpay ja Wp Away TH Geta Tpoyvultret eyevera} .°t st. Paul 
had written to the Ephesians that we were chosen in Christ. before 
the foundation of the work? (egeAefaro Hpas euvro rpd KataSed;js 
xoozor), and predestinert for adoption (apeopicus yas els vioFectay) 6? 
Te Timothy he had written in a similar manner, saymg that we 
were saved, not according to our works, Inet according to God’s 
design and the grace giyen us in Christ Jesus before time began 
(od card ra Zoya Hyd, dAAX Kara idiay apdberw Kai yap, ry Bodciaar 
Hiv ey Xprore Uycot wpd yporwr atwriwy).©? Didymus, however, feals 
that the interpretation of Proverbs VIEL: 22 in reference to the 
decree of the Divine Foreknowletge before creation is a forced one 
(dere Kat Brceteen exdoxHVv sDV yevo peyvoy avipapdov 7?) avOpurdryre, Tw 


°° faid., col. 882 AB; wat of wpeyrworikds cvedyTa cal orvitarpiSorra apo 
aldmoy ti éaurat marpi (Semi-Arian Creed called Macrostich in Athanasiua, 
De Synodia XAXVI, 5, P.. AXAXVI, 7320}; ef. Ensehins, Contra Maro. J, 
2, P.G@. XXIV, 737 B; «f. Letter to Paul of Samosata (Routh, Rel. Sacer, 
TIT, 280; Labhe-Cossart, Yacr, Cone, I, 845; rovrevy b€ rav vide yerrqray, 
Hovovyery viv, elxova Tov dapdrov Osot ruyxavarra, Tawrdrexer waGgys xrigews, 
vopiav xat Adyor cat Svvaycy Oeo., mpd alaywy oveta, of wpoyrmoce, AX’ ovale 


xai vrograge: Geov, Beat vier. Regarding thy authenticity of this letter, cf, 


Helelu-Leclercg, Histoire des Conctles, vo}. I, 1, Paris 1907, p, 200, n, 4; 
Bardy, Paul de Samosate, im Mrct, Tidal. Cath. XII, 46-51), 

“7 G. XMXIX, col. 826 B. 

6? Ephesians 1, 4-6. 

“3 77 Timothy I, 8-18. 
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yap rhs elas mpoyrecews Opa zpo mrdens xrigews eyévera otros), 
Although he does not say the same of the Colossian text (I, 15}. 
he does offer a better interpretation (dewov), suggesting that 
Christ could be called the Ftrsthbern of every creature because af 
those who in sacred baptism are bern of God through adoption 
hy the Holy Spirit ( ore TPwTaToKaS WHaYS KTITEWS eripagrat, ba tars 
y ro Beiw Barricgnart ry viebeata rot dyeu Tfvetizaros éx rod Geol 
yervupevous).©° Both interpretations have reference to the incar- 
nation aud redemption; the first, from the standpoint af the divine 
infention pre-determined hefore creation, the other, from the 


standpoint of salvation as realized. 
lor those who would prefer to take zpwrdrexes adons Kricéus as 


a title connected with the divinity rather than with the buimanity 
of Christ, Didymas suggests three interpretations. (Christi may be 
called the mpwrdrexes miays xricews because He was generated before 
every created geueration (} as xpd wdags xrlorys yerrijoens yerwndiis). 
This is the interpretation of St. Justin and others, and the title is 
considered as denoting nature. He may also be called apwroroxos 
waons xtisews because as the first and only Logos Son who produced 
ali things from nothing He is the cause of all (4 as aparos xai 


fidvos vids Adyos wapaxouioas Kat Textyvduevos ex py Syrav waaay mpoy 
This interpretation 


youueryy xrigeuws arigw, Kai aittos maays dy). 

denotes the function of the Son in creation, Then again He may 
be given this titiu because He is the foundation supporting all 
things by the word of His power (clra xal Oepedtos pépuy abrav ra 
This interpretation also indicates 4 


pyyat. THs Suvdpews atrot).% 
function, namely that of the conservation of what has been created. 


Mhdvmus also considers the other xpwrdéroxes titles, and although 
he allows each its individual shade of meaning, he seems to prefer 
taking them all in reference to the incarnation, Christ is both 
povonerns and IpPwWTOTOKS, but the title rPWwTOTOROS fits Him better 


in reference to the invarnation (dppdfee 82 padAror adra mpos shy 
aixovouiar % Toi wpwroroxos Aé€éis).** Creatures are called the sons 
of God, by grace and not by virtue (xrirat, viot é&An@npeEy Tov Meat, 
card yap, ot xara dior). In a similar way, the Only-begotten of 


God, when He came on earth and became our salvation, is called 


POG. SXAIX, col. 821 D. 9 fhid., cat. BIIL, 
*T fbid., col. 336 C. 


© Tbid., col. 833 B. 
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our brother and Firsthorn, not because of the nature which Tle has 


from the Father, but according to Tis flesh, which ts from the 
Virgin and similar to hers (45cAgds juey xai wpwtivoxos éxAiby, at 
xara thy ex Hlarpos dviow, dAAd Kara tiv €« THs wapPevou Kal Kara TI 
rapttroy gapkuctv attruy) .&” 

St. Cyril of Jerusalem (318-586) hecame bishop of Jerusalem 
about 348. He is generally considered as orthodox in his views 
on the Trinity, even though he used the ambiguous semi-rian 
formula “like the Father in all things” (vias rot rarpos éy wacw 
duoos Te yeyevyyxore)™? in place of the Nicene édzvotutos. Lt must 
be remembered that Cyril Like Eusebius and other bishops of 
Palestine aud Syria knew that a@uooivws had been rejected at 
Antioch in 268 although in another sense,7* and the term still 
conooted Sabellianism to their mninds. St, Cyril, however, acknowl- 
edged the éueovecos In 351 ut the Council of Constantinople’? In 
his Catechetical Lectures delivered in the Masilica of the Resurrec- 
tien perhaps tlie suine year in which he became bishop, St. Cyr 
emphasizes again and again thet Christ was the Son of God hy 
nature and not by adoption (aias rotyuw rot @Gead dere pice, Kai od 
Béon, yeryynflets ex raryds).7 Tle is un only-begotten son because in 
the dignity of the Godhead aud in His generation from the Father, 
He has no brother {povoyerys Gre eis ro rps Dedrytos afinpa xal thy 
éx warpis yévynow dberddv otx éyer}. Tle is a firstborn, but not Iike 
the firstborn of men who have other brothers also (xat tpwrdroxey 
dpotws axotov py vouloys cra: xaTa tots dvOpuwavs. of pey yap éy 
dyOpwrors mowriroxo: wat dAAous eyoutw dbeAdoic).7¢ For St. Cyril, 
the term wpwriroxecs us applied to the pre-cxistent Son denotes 


nature and not function.” 
St. Epiphanius (314-403) had heen the head of a monastery 


near Kleutherupolis in Palestine for many yenrs before becoming 
the bishop of Constantia in the Tsland of Cyprus. He attained a 


*9 Fitd., col. 840 A. 
 Lebon, A. Cyritle de Jerusalem et Parianisme, in Kev, Hist. Eect., 


1924, pp. 383-380. 
™ P.G. XNXILE, col. 696 B: cf. Socrates, H.E. V, 8; Fortescue, The 


Greek Futhers, London 190K, p. 156. 
™ Athanasius, De Synodis 45 (P.G. XXVI, col. 772 >}. 
1? Socrates, A. #. V, 8. T fitd., col. 692 B. 
™ fbid., col, G90 A, 
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reputation for sanctity even daring his lifetime. ITs: knowledge 

of lunguages aud yast reading made him one of the most erudite 
men of his time, He became a kind of spectalist in the refutatior 
of heresy, and wrote two treatises on the subject.7" Not heiny 
critically gifted in evaluating the ideas of others, he becanw more 
and more inclined te sce mountains of heresy in the mere ophrons 
amd unintentioual errors of others.7? lis works have a value, 
however, aot so much in his refutation as in the documents he 
quotes. Origenism beeume almost an obsession with hin, and 
aithongh he was already 78 years old, he cume to Jerusiubim and 
carried on an aggressive campaign agalust its bishop, which also 
wifortuuately ruptured the jong friendship of St. derome inal 
Rufinus.** Ten years iater, St. Epiphanius was eggoc on by the 
wily Theaphitus of Alexandria to underteke a similar campaign in 
Constantinople against the supposed Origenism of St. Johan Chry- 
sostom., He wus net long in Constantinople before he realized his 
mistake, and that Pheophilys was using him as a too] for hits own 
purposes. Without waiting for the synod which was te take place 
shortly at the Oak, St. Epiphanius sailed for Cyprus and died at 
sea in his eighty-niuth year. 

St. Epiphanius held that one need not be disturhed if the Only- 
begotten Son is called the Pirstborn of every creature (ei Sé ered) 
MpaToTeKOs tote wduys Krigews 6 poveyerys, a) Bopnffod).7* He was 
thus called by the Apostle, not because of any connection with 
creation, but because of His generation before creation (otros yde 
coTuy OG wapd tp daogrdAw cipyucvos mpmraroxos wdans Ktigews, ph 
ovvApMEVOS TH KTiaE, GAAG rpd KTicews yeyervywévos).“° Bei ng truly 
the Firsthorn of the Father on high before every creature, He 3s 
“ulled Firstborn, not that there were others begotten after Him 
by the Father, for as the Only-begotten He had no brother (4 yap 
mpwriTtoKes oy aAnbds Tlarpos dyw apd mdays xrivews, ode dad t00 
dAdAous yer’ aliroy ex Harpas yeyervijrOat Adyerac apwrdroxos- ai ydp 
cat abt aderpos Seitepos, didre povoyer#s).*' St. Epiphanius thus 
tikes zpwréroxos in the strict sense, as a term denoting nature 


* Anchorafus (P.G. ALI, 17-230); dadversus Haereses {(P, g. XLI, 


XLT). 
* Tixeront, Handbook of Patrology, St. Louis 1923, p, 193. 
7 Jerome, Adv. Auftuum Iti, 6. 8° Fhid., col, 728 A. 


PL &. NLL, col. 726 D, "i fbid., enol. 733 A, 
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. West, St. Hilary sided : 


ereaturae est, continens in se universitatis exordium, 
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‘tather than function, he relation to creation in the expression 
ig merely one of priority. Brecause of Elis generation from the 
Father, He ts both Firesthorn and Only-begotten. We is the Son 
of the Living God, traly begotten of the Patber, without beginnmug 
and apart from time (roy wlay tov Gent rot fayrus, TOP Gvrak OvTa €k 
Ilatpos yeyervnuevor dvdpyus Kat dxypaves). Having been begottel i 
a manner heyond comprehension and without defilement, lle is 


one essence with the Pather (yeyervypévay $8 aeutaAdyrrs Kat dxparres, 
oxoovgiov TH Mlurpi dyra}.5* 

Returning to the Latin writera, we ftul littic on our subject, 
even in the works of St. Hilary of Poitiers, and of St. Ambrose of 


Milan. Arianism was an eastern heresy, and most of the Dierature 


abort it was in Greek, a Janay no longer widely wacferstood in 
the Latin West. Arianisin, however, did wearlaliy filter tnto the 
West, and it was helped polittoully when Constaudiius, whe favored 
the Artan parties, gained power over the Wost. 

St. Hilary (315-368) became bishop of Postiers about 340. He 
had been baptized only a few years belyre, and he tells us himself 


that he had been a bishop fer some tine before even hearmg of 


the Niceve Creed.4* When Arian difficulties broke out in the 
against the Arianizing parties, and was 
promptly exiled by Constantius to the Isast. During his three 
years of exte he made himself more familiar with the Arian 
controversy, and wrote his work De Trinitule as a refutation of 
it,®* As the Arians foond him too influential in the East, 


Constantius allowed him to return to Poitiers. 
Regarding our proktem, St. Wilary, after quoting Col, T, 15-17, 
says among other things: “ Primogenitus itaque omnis creaturae 


est, quia in ipse creata omnia sant . . . primogenttus qrogve omnis 
75a 'Phe same 


view is expressed in the fragments which remain of an historical] 
work: “idcirco primogenitus omnis creaturae, guia in eodem, jam 


43 7bid., col. 704 A, 

Gwatkin, op. cit., p. 151. 

a4 Regeneratus pridem, et in episcepaty wliquantisper manens, fidem 
Nicaviam numguam oisi exsulatarus audivi.” De Synodis 9) CP. 4. X, eol, 


aa5 A}. 
si fig Trin. J, 17 (P. 5. X, eal. 37). 
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a principio, omaium quae effecturus erat, omuis geucrationam 
initia constiterunt. Atque non ifa in ordine creaturarum, quae in 
ordiue constitutae sart, primus in wumero est; sect ipse imago Bei 
invisibilis, manens per virtutem cficiendi semper in ipsa, se primo- 
genitian habuerit eorum, quae per ipsam in corlo vii in. terri 
visibilia et invisibilta creurentur exstantia”’*? St. Lilary thus 
takes the primogeuitus as a title of the pre-existent Son of God in 
respect to His function in creation. 

Marius Victorinus, an Afmiean Rhetorician, who wis converted 
about, $55, wrate his Adversus elrtwmn libri JV aboat Abt. in whieh 
he attempts to refute the Arians hy means of the Neo-platonie 
philosophy.** Regarding the primogenitus omnis creatirie, how- 
ever, he offers no new interpretation. The Son is ctlled prime- 
genius and not evertus ante omnent creaturam” EL tle had been 
ereated, Ele would not be speken of as being hefore every creature 
(si enim et jpse creatus esset, non diceret alte onmtiem ereaturnun). 
tle is hegotten as Son (ergo hic genitus nt filims}, nor ts there ay 
other begotten after him (ion autem quod et alium postea ganuit}. 
He who is boru of Mary (qui natus est ex Mavia) existe’ before 
(le was born of her (erat ct ante quam ex Maria). «As the image 
of God, [le is the ruage trom eternity (imago enim Dei ab aeterno 
imago). Ee then argues as follows: Quis primogenitus? Filius. 
Quis filtus? Filius qui ex Maria. Quis filius ex Maria? primo- 
genitus totius crcaturae. Quis totius creaturae primogenitus? gui 
Imago Dei est. Necesse est enim primogenitum esse ante omnem 
ereaturam Imaginem Dei... . Ex iis manifestum, si fitiug Dei 
Tedemit nos per sanguinem suum, qui de Maria filius est, et ipse 
image est Dei; Dei est fihus: si enim totius creaturae primogeniins, 
necessavid filius, numquid alius? Absit: unigenitus enim Dei est 
filius, Necesse est ergo euamdem ipsum esse filiam, et imaginem, 
et eum qui de Marix. Quomode enim imago Dei filius, si non 
primogenitus totins creaturae? Et quomodo imago Dei, gui filius 
de Maria post omnia facta mata est? Manifestum ergo, quod ipse 
primogenitus, Quid vero quod vatum est de Maria? non creatura 

est: sed sl filrus Dei, Imago Dei ante omnem cresturam natus est, 


°T Fragmentum IF, 29-30 (P. i. X, eol. 685-658); ef. Tract. tn 77 Psaim. 
{P. Z. TX, col. 278}. 

" Cayrd. ag. cit., I, p. 321. 

“0 £. VITT, col, 1058 B. 
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primogenitus and untgeathus by reason of [His sencrutton fram the 


the expression as a title of nature. 
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ipse est in eo, qui de Maria nutus est. Manifestum igitur quod 
“eo Thus, for Marius Victorimus, Christ is both 


Father, and primogenzdus is taken in the strict sense ag a title 
denoting nature rather than function. 

St. Ambrose (333-397), while still only a vatechumen, was 
chosen In 374 to succeod Auxeutius in the See of Milan.” Ife 
had a fruitful miuistry, excreising t wholesome Influence i Chirch 
and State. St. Augustine of Tlippo was his most lamous vonvert. 
Among his extenstve liferary labors is a trentise Pe Hide in five 
books, based largely on the works of St. Athanasius, St. Basil. and 
Didymus. Regarding the primogenitus, St. Ambrose writes: 
“Apestolus dicit Imaginem Patris Christum esse; ath enim guod 
Iipse gif Imago Dei invisibilis, primogenitus omris creaturae. 
Primogenitus, ingutt, nou primecreatus; ut eb genilas pro natura, 


et primus pro perpetuitate eredataur.’ '? St. Ambrose ihus also 


takes the expression as a titles of the pre-existent Son iu respect 
to His generation from the Father and priority to everything 
created. The Son is both firstborn and Only-hegotten—-Firatborn, 
because there was no one before Him, and Only-begotten because 
there was no one after Him (primogenitum quia nemo ante tpsum ; 
BNigenitum, guia nemo post ipsum), 

The Commentary on Thirteen Epistles of St. Paul, ascribed to 
an unknown Ambrosiaster, aud written about 370, likewise takes 
The comment on primogenitus 


ullversae creaturae reads: “Ante omnem creaturam, genitum 


Filium non creatum, testatur; ut secerneret nativitatem ejus a 
ereaturae fuctura,’’ *4 

Toward the end of the fourth century, the Church iu both the 
East and the West was blessed with a galaxy of authors, many of 
whom bad already attained distinction, but as their best work 
matured in the heginning of the following century, we shall post- 
pone their treatment to the next chapter. On summarizing the 


0 fhid., cal. 1407-1068. 
Paulinus, Vite Ambrosti (P.E. XIV, 6). 
2 fie Fide ad Gratianum Augustum T, 48 (P.E. XVI, col, 538). 


*3 Jhid., col. 549. 
wp F. XVILE, cot. 426, 
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fourth century regarding the interpretation of the xpwrdroxes méans 
arivews, We find that the mata tendency in Catholic circles was to 
shift the title from the pre-existent to the incarnate Logos. The 
Arians were interpreting the expression of the pre-pxistent Lovos, 
but in such a wity as fo reduee the pre-existent Logos io ihe status 
They connected the expression with Preverbs 


OF a created being. 
VIEL: 22 (xvipros éxrod pe dpzgjv}, aud concluded that the pre- 


existent Legus was simply the first of creatures, nilike othur «evca- 
tures Hideed ta that We was endowed by God with ecriain divine 


powers, Yet fundamentally only a creature, since He possessed a 
Mareellus, St. Athanasian, St, 


eretted and not a divine nature. 
Givegory of Nyssa and others apparently thought that they had cut 


the Artan argument at the root by transferring the title te the 
lucarnute Logos. Didymus advanced still another interpretation, 
baxing the title in God’s Foreknowledge and Vredestination of 
Ghiist’s tncarnation for the redemption of the human race.?" ‘Thera 
were others, however, who continued to interpret the expression of 
the pre-cxistent Logos, either as a title of nature, or of function 
in reference to the creation and conservation of the world. ‘There 
was no uniformity of interpretation, and evidently no appeal to 


auy traditional riew. 


*“Seotists and others aixo interpret this text from the standpoint of 
“Ergo est primepenitus in 


Predestinution, but with unother implication. 
Infentione divine; ac proinde illius incarnaftiv futura praecedit dvucretum 
productionjs creaturarum. ...ipse est prima creature praedestinata ; 
adeoque licet Lomo non peceasset, nihilominus Verbum divinum carnem 
induisset.” tallectanca Franciscana IV, p. 552; ef. Antonianum XT, p. 25. 
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CHAPTER IV 


Firth Cen tuRY 


The Frinitarian coutroversies of the fourth century gave way to 
As the probloms con- 


the Christological controversics of the Gsth. 
cerning the divinity of the Seu reached a selittion, attoution was 


turned to His humanity, and the questions arising concerning the 
{wo natures in the hypostatiec anion. «As early as 340 there were 
already two extreme views attracting attention? 

Diodorus of Tarsus (330-392), the head of a nwonnsiery school 
in Antioch before his appointment to the See of Tarsus in 378, 


had laid such stress on the perfect hamanity of Christ. that there 


seemed to be two persons tr Christ. t11 opposition to him, Apollt- 
naris of Laodieea (310-390) held that the hiumaniry of Clirist 
consisted of a hody and a somticnt soul, with dhe Loyos taking the 
place of the rational soul. A synod held at Rome ia 377 under 
Pope Damasus condemned the view of Apollinaris. The sentence 
was promuleated by various Oriental synods? and in 381 by the 
General Council of Consiantinople. The error of Diodorus was 
Ot So apparent, and he died, esteemed for both his virtue and his 


learning. 
The views of Diodorus were developed by Theodore of Mop- 


suestia, who likewise escaped condemnation during his awn life- 


tame. It was uot until 428, when Nestorius, the Patriarch of 
Constantinople, became involved in the Geeréxas controversy, that 
the heretical character of these views became apparent. ‘The great 
champion of orthodoxy against Nestorius was St. Cyril, the Patri- 
arch of Alexandria, who traced the errer te Diodorus and 'Theo- 
dore.” Nestorius was condemned in 430 by Pope Celestine I,* and 


in the folowing year by the General Council of Ephesus.’ 


*Tixeront, Atstory of Bogmas, vot. Tl, 94 ff.; vol, ITT, 10 ff. 
*Rofinus, &. #. 11, 20 (P. 5, XIIL, 353); ef. Denziger, Exch. #65; P. LB. 


AVIT, 352, 471. 
Canon 7; cf Beuzinyer, Buck. 285. 
‘Theodore af Mopsuestia was condemned by the Fifth Genera] Counce!) 
{7} Constantinople) in 643; ef, Cunon 12 {Denzinser, +224), 
" Eptatula LXVIF (P.G, EXXWIT, 885 B); ef. P.G, LXXVI, 1437-1452). 
* Mansi, 1V, 1017, 1023, 1os6, 1047, 1292. 


"Mansi, £¥, 1471; Denzinger, #127, 
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Regarding the zpwréroxos waoys xricews, there js less to record 
than in the preceding century, when ihe Arians were using the 
expression in support of their views. It does not enter directly 
inte any of the Christological theorics current at this éme. Tuhere 
are, however, sone new Interpretations. 

Theodore of Mopsuestia (340-428) had come te the school of 
Diodorus at Antioch at the suggestion of St. John Chrysostom. 
Ordained i 383, Theodore acquired a reputation almwst imme 
diately at Antioch as a forceful controversialist against the Arians, 
hunomians, and Apollinarists. Rufinus, Theadoret, and Joho of 
Antioch were hts disciples at this time. Fn 392 he became Vishop 
of Mapsuestia in Cilicia, The faithful protested his denial of the 
Meoroxos, and he made a public reiractation. Whether Nestorius wis 
ever his disciple is not certain, but it is known that Nestorius 
stayed with Theodore when on his way to Constautinople im 428. 
Shortly afterwards, Nestorias became involved im the @eerdxos 
controversy, and expressed views similar to those of Pheodore. 

In the fragments which remain of a commentary on Colossians,’ 
Theodore interprets the xpwrdroxes waoys xtioews as a title of dig- 
nity. fle states that rpurdro«os is used frequently to indicate not 
only time, but also pre-eminence in dignity {7r5, wpwritoKes, ofx 
éxi ypavay A€yerar povev, GAAG yap Kal éxt mporijews modAaces), and 
he quotes Paalm UA XXVIII, 27-28, Hebrews XIL, 25, and Exod. 
TV, 22. The wpwrdroxos zéons xricews then should be interpreted 
as if St. Paul had written “honored above al] the creation ” 
{ayei Tov wapa wacar TH KTiow Tiympevos). 

St. John Chrysostom (344-407) was a friend and fellow-student 
of Theodore’s, first with the rhetorician Libanius and then with 
Diodorus. Flavian ordained him in 386, and entrusted him with 
the preaching in Antioch. He was 4 gifted orator, inclined to the 
practical rather than to the speculative, and to avoid theological 
disputes. In 398, he was made Patriarch of Constantinople. His 
brief episcopate was filled with troubles, and he died im 407, worn 
out by the hardships of his three years of exile. 

in his third homily on Colossians, St. John Chrysostom com- 
ments on Col. 7, 15-18. Agarmst those whe would infer from 
TEpwrd roxas rdays KTiCOEWS that the Son was a creature, he points 


*P.G. LXVI, 827-928. 
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out that St. Paul did not say First-created, but Firstborn (xai 
aw ob xpwrdkTiaTos, cimev, GAAG mpeitoroxos). Firstborn does not 
express dignity and lionor but time only (ro yap apwrétoxos aidxt 
dfias Kai Tiysys, GAAG ypdveu cart anparrikoy).” This secrns to be in 
opposition to his friend, ‘Theodore of Mopsuestia, who had inter- 
preted the expression as one mainly of bener and dignity. A fry 
lines further on, Jn commenting: on the xparcroxas €x ra rexpolr, 
Chrysoston: asks the meaning of mpwrdraxos in Ulus connection; and 
answers: “Who was created first or rasa befure all: as in the 
former place it means, ‘Who wus before ail things’ ” (6 mpdéros 
ktioGeis } mpd advrev dyacris, Gomep Kai exel 6 xpd wdvrev bv}, The 
EKet points hack to the TPUITITAKGS Trios ATUTEWS 1S heing “the one 
who is before all? {6 ape auvrav dw), This again is simply the 
idea of priority. Chrysostom, howerer, takes apmrdreces alse it the 
sense Of a foundation to sustain creation (etre Kat ta, mpwteroxos, 
Toito dé od rh dpoototor tov xrecpdruy, dAAG TO 


ws Genercos Acyerat, 
This same idea of foun- 


&* adroit wdvra eivat, Kai év atire: SyAoi).!” 
dation appears also im his sixth homily on Iphegians («cat rpuro- 
roxes dyoi, mdans xtigeus' rouvtéort, mwavta atttos Bafaordfer).” 
According fo this interpretaliou, mpwroroxes is a title based on 
function in reference to creation, and not on origin by generation. 
St. Cyril of Alexandria { 7-444) accompanied his ancle, Thenphi- 
lus, the Patriarch of Alexandria, ta the Synod of the Oak, which 
deposed St. John Chrysostom in 403 from the See of Constan- 
tnople. Theophilus was succeeded by St. Cyril im 412. Under 
the influence of St. tsidare of Pelusium, in whose monastery St, 
Cyril had been a monk for a time, St. Cyril restored the name of 
St. Johu Chrysostom to the diptycha of Alexandria m 417, 
When Nestorius hecame the Patriarch of Constantineple ia 428, 
and began disseminating the teachings of Diodorus af Varaus and 
of Theodore of Mopsuestia, St. Cyril rose up as the champion of 
orthodoxy, as St. Athanasius had done a hundred years previously 
ugainst the Arians. Roth St. Cyril and Nestorius appealed to 
Pope Celestine T, who pronounced against Nestorius in 430, as did 
aiso the General Council held at H!phesus in the following year. 
St. Cyril is generally regarded as the greatest of the Greek 
theologians. What St. Augustine was amongst the Latins of the 


°P.G&. XLUL, 318. 4° Thid. 320. 42 Triad. 44, 
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same period, St. Cyri! was amongst the Greeks. ‘Phere wert 
indeed “ giants in those days.”** Though somewhat verbose ant 
inelegant in his writing, St. Cyrd was penetrating in thousht. 
4 His test work is concerned with the person and natures of Christ. 
Regarding our problem, be follows in the footsteps of Marcollus, 
St. Athanasius, St. Gregory of Nyssa, and Didvinns. in takmg | 
aa Tpwrotoxos wudys xricews Of the Incarnate Christ. In his Pfestarns | 
oe on ihe Trinity, he has a long chapter on the question, hesinumg 
ee by considering the objection that Christ would wot have heen 
ata called the Firstbern of every ereature tf Efe were nat a creature 


"“¢.° - 


- . 7 e . - 4. 
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| 
AS (ei py xrigpa . . . ctx dy éxAyOn mpwroroKes wdons Krivews) 2° The | 
Fe Scriptures call Christ both Only-hegotten and Fircstbora. He is | 
| | Oniy-begotten, since He is the Logos of the Father, the one and 
+ lad only Sen of God (povoyerns . . . Kab Adyas duriv éx marpos . .. | 
ah ae eis ‘yap Kat pores 6 vids row @eou). He is Firsthoru, stiec it wie | 
7 decreed that there be many sons of God aceordiag to grace 
(srpwrdroxos, OTe woAAvts Kata xdpw viovs drédeke Geou). He is the | 
Only-begotten according to nature, being alone from the Father, 
God from God, and Light from Light (gor rofvev poroyerys per | 
KaTa vow... waves av ex matpos, @eds x Geot, pads cx dorros), 
He is Firsthorn because of us (axpwrdroxos 3¢ & judas). He is | 
called Firsthorn of every creature, pot because Tle is the first of 
creatures in point of time or of the same essence with them, but | 
because of His condescension to creatures and of {Its similarity 
with us (mpetorexos wdays KaAdcitat xricens, sty Os mporos atitys Kuta 
xpovey txdpxyev, ot&é ty atras trois xricuacw twdpxywy otelas, dha | 
caamen . . . dia Thy mpes 7a xriguata avyKxardfaow, xai thy xpos 
a: Hyas Gysoiwor ) .*4 
oe In the First Dialogue on the Trinity, St. Cyril speaks in mnch | 
; the same way. Christ is Only-begotten und Logos hecause of His 
generation and birth from the Father, but Firstborn when Ife : 


hecame man (yavoyerys pév wat Adyos, ds dx cot TMarpds dvagi's xai 


a yeyevvynpévas, mowrdtaxes 8% aw ore yeyover avOpwros). ‘The title of 

is Only-begotten is proper to Christ as Logos (évopa 74, povayeris, 

Pa Al tSiov ov rov Adyov), but the title of Firsthorn became ALis only with | 

mo the flesh (10, xpurdrexos, abrol cupiws oy by, yeyovev fdcov atrod pera | 

mms gapxes).4* St. Cyril thus restricts the title to the incarnate Son. | 
14 Genesis Vi, 4. 44 Feid, 404 A. 
oP Gg. LKKY, 400i C. 16 fhid. 693 HB. 
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St. Isidore of Perusium (72-4402), a priest and abbot of a 
monastery in the eastern part of the Nile delta, is known chtefly 
through a collection of more than two thousand lefters® many of 
which are concerned with religiots topics, Most probably he was 
an Alexandrian by birth, but traisted in the school of Anttoch. Tre 
wis a great admirer of St. John Chrysostom, and may have heen 
his disciple at Autioch. St. Cvril of Alexandria was for a tinte 
amonk at Delusium, ard St. istdore ever regarded him as bis 
spiritual son, wriling Jetters ef admenattion to lim cven after St. 


Cyril had bevome the Patriareh of Alexandria.’ St. Isidore was 


an able theolovian and exegetr. 

Jn a jetter to & certain Ophelius, a grammarian, St. Isidore 
proposes whit he realizes TAY Seen to some a uew interpretation 
of the mwpwrdroxos awioys qticrems Cel wat Sdducad rere Kawwotépay €pyan- 
vetas dvarégvey 280v).*° He poatuts out that if the second sylinhle 
ie accented (apwrdroxes), the word has reference to one who was 
born first (ef mer a Seurépu éfdverra avdAu fy, tov reyGevra apwrov). 
if, however, the penultima is accented, the reference is to one 
who begets or brings forth for the first time (« 8 9 waperyary, ron 
mpurws texdvta poeta). This active meaning of zperardxes 18 
familiar to renders of Homer, and St. fsidore conjectures that 
St. Paul may have had it in mind when he wrote xpwrdéroxos maays 
xtisews. Phe expression does not mean that Christ was the first 
of creatures to be created (ot aporny ras xticews abréy éxtioGat), 
but that Ife was the first to heget or hear them, that is, to create 
them {aAAa wt pwTov TETOKEPAL, TOUTEDTL, WET OLME VAL TH xriaty). ‘his 
interpretation is practically the same as that which considers the 


Bpuratoxos xdans Kticews as u tithe based on the function of the 


Son in reference to ereation, and this function is expressed 
figuratively in terms of generation. 

Theodoret of Cyrus (293-457), born and trained in Antioch, 
was a monk in # mounstety at Nicerte for several years when in 
433 he was mede bishop of Cyrus, a difficult See about sixty miles 
north of Antioch. John and Nestorius, who were destined to 
become the Patriarchs of Antiech and Constantinople, respectively, 
were his contemporaries and friends at Antioch. Theodaret was 


6 PG, LXXVIII, 177-1646, 
“7 Johid. LOT, 301, 869, 505. 23 Fbid, 749 CD. 
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a learned and zealous bishep, also an orator of nate. who was 
invited year after year to preach courses of sermons in Antioch. 

When Nestorius was condemned by Pope Celestiuc in 4180, Theo- 
doret advised him to submit, but when St. Cyril of AJexandria 
issued his twelve anuthemag against Nestorius, Theorloret, lickov- 
ing that the anuthemas contained the old heresy of Apoliinaris, 
entered the fight himselfi.* At the General Counei] of Eyhesns, 
Vheodoret was on the side of Jahn of Antioch agzatist Sk. Cyril 
of Alexandria. Although the primary object of the Council was 
to promulgate solemnly the condermnation pronounced against 
Nestorius by Pope Celestine,*° the Council became also « sirnggie 
between the two rival patriarchs and the schools of thought which 
they represented.** 

Theodoret refused to condemn Nestorius, and wrote a long 
treatise mm five books (now lost) against the Connell and St 
Cyril? Peace was effected between the two patriarchs In 434 
with a formuta of union, which is supposed fa Have been drawn 
up by Theodoret, but Theedoret himself did not join until two 
years later, and then without condemning Nestorius, or subscrib- 
ing to the anathemas of St. Cyril. In 438, Pheodoret defended 
the memory of Theodore of Mopsuestia against the attacks of St. 
Cyril, who had traced the Nestorian heresy to his works.*? It is 
to Theodoret’s credit, however, that he detected and fought the 
monophysite heresy of Eutyches when it arose.** 

In 449, the “Robber Council ” of Ephesus deposed hin from 
his See. He appealed to Pope Leo,?* and was reinstated by the 
Pope’s legates at the Council of Chalcedon in 451, but only ufter 
he had solemnly condemned Nestorius and his teachings before 
the assernbled Council.*® Theodoret’s action seems to have been 
sincere, and he died a few years later in communion with the 
Church. The fetter of uppreciation ascribed to Pope Leo most 
probably is not genuine.?? 


** Mansi, IV, 1061, 1068; P.G, LEXVI, 316, 392. 

®° fatd. 1288, 1289, 1200. 3? Tixeront, op, ctt, IfI, 47-a1. 

** Pentalogium (fragments in P.G. LAXXIV, 65-88}, 

#2PoG. LUNXVITI, 340; cf, LXXVI, 1437-1482. 

*% Branistes (P.G. LXXXILI, 27-336). 

7] PE, LIV, 847-854, 2° Mansi, VII, 289. 

“7 Silva-Tarouca, in fertus ef Documenta, Series Theatogica #20, Roma 
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Pheadoret stood in relation to St, Gyrit of Alexandria much as 
did Eusebius of Caesarea to St. Athanasius in the preveding: Gel- 
tury. Like Kusebius, he is perhaps best judged in lug later works, 
[t must be remembered that a fixed theological terminvlogy was 
not at hand in these early centuries, but hucl to he hammered oat 
of the data furnished by Scripture and Tradition, Terms, which 
at first were satisfactory, were found later, in the strife of contro- 
_versy, to be inadequate. Tiven St. Cyril’s pla ditions rat @cav Adyou 
geoopxwpévy Was ultimately abandoned** Without approving all 
that Theocdoret said or did, one may, as with Origen, concede his 
genius. tie was the last of the great Greek theologians. 

Regarding the xrpwerdraxos rdays «rigews, we find that Vheodoret 
usually refers the expresston to the Incarnate Son as the head of 
the new creation (mpurdérexos maans KTigeus, as mpdtos ev TH Kawy 
krtoe. TeyGets 7°, 2. ayyoipeves be Fume éore card to dvdpemeay as 
Tow TOKOS Tacnys Krigews, THY véas EnAvvare) °° TTe sees tn the term 
wpwroroxos the Implication of others whose nature the wpwrdroxas 
shares {6 8€ mpwrdtoxos tay aliryy Exe Syrovflev diigw éxetvars dy 


_KadetTat wpwrdtoKos).3! A apwretoxos is One who is horn before 
_ others, or precedes others in birth (6 &€ wpwrdrexay rov spd érépwy 


reyPévra, xal érépor ra rOKy apwrevovra).** Fle is ihe eldest among 


brethren (mpwrdroxos 8¢ 4 wodAdv ddeAdiv apdres). A povoyerns, 


however, is the sole offspring of a person {povoyerys piv 6 povos Ex 
Tivos “yenbeis ).7° 

God the Word has no brother since He is the Only-begotten (4 
Beds Be Aayas ideAddy ofx Exec, novoyerys yap).** How then can He 


1935, pp. xxxiv-xxxvill; cf. Nuovt Studt sulle Antiche Lettere dei Papi, 
Rama 1932, pp. 81, 155. 
6 Monophystize falso dicelant, suam de una natura in Christo doc- 


_trinam iam a 8, Cyrillo propugnatam fuisse. Et revera saepissime loquitur 


de una ¢ice: Verbi Incarnati. dtorcs enim non habet iliam significationem, 
quam pestea concilium Chaleedonense determinavit. Est ei ut plurimum 
natura concrets individua, seorsum subsistens, idem ae persuna.’ DeGroot, 
Conspectus Historiae Dogmatum, Roma 1931, If, 161; ef. Newman, On St. 
Cyril's Formute of the wa gros, in Tracts Theological and Ecclesiastical, 
London 1913, pp. 333-382. 
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be the Firsthorn who alone was begotien of the Hather’ (Is 
Gly Mpwrdraxas 6 pores éx rot Llarpas yevrnters 5). Accarding to 
Theodoret, Hie can be Firstborn, not in Hus Divine Nature, but in 
tlis relation to others (apurdétoxes ota fate ry Bedus bvirews, adda 
THS vixavopiias Grupa « - . avKory evdyAoy, wy Ts GtKOVOLLLiLs th mpwtil- 
roxes dvoua}, Ee is ealled Firstborn as tan, ani Only-bexotten 
as God. As God, He has no brothers, but as man. Te hus 
for brothers those whe believe in Tlom, and of whoo Ile is the 
Firstborn ( TpwTTOKas yap ws dv@peros ovopwdaterac’ LUV DYES sap 
éorw Os Beds. Odn Eyer yap ddeAdors as Geds, as 8 dvbpurus, dealpars 
pos wemworevadtas Kade, ToUTUN dart rpwrdrexos)."° Fle who is Only- 
begotten becomes also the Firstborn when Ife assimes ont nature 
of the Virgin, and deigns to call brothers those who believe in 
Him {yiverat 8€ Kai wpurdraxos 6 povoyeviys, Ty BpMerepar har vFAybias 
ex rys wrapbepou, mat ddeAhors Tols elg adrdy memuTevKOTUS Wpoireyuperoat 
Katakionras ) 3" 

Theodoret smiles at the ignorance of those who prefer to take 
the title of God the Word (oi . . . wportpivres wepi tod eat Aoyav 
TO mpwrerakos cpyeGa macys KTivews, THY BEY awafiay abrdiv yeAeda- 
peBa}.“* For such, he suggests the meaning “ begotten belore all 
creation ” (apo wdoyqs cyerenfy ris xrigews}, but evidently it is not 
the view which he favors. The same interpretation is found im 
Theodoret’s commentary on Col. i, 15, where it is stated that 
Christ is the Pirstborn, not because He has creation for a sister, 
but because He was begotten before all creation (mpurdroxes rotsuw 
cart THS KTiVEWS, OLX as Adeddiw Cywy raw xtlow GAA’ Gs mpd wdoys 
xrigens yevrnGets}.°* Christ is not a creature, and St. Paul did not 
call Him First-created, but Firstbera, which is siarply first (dAdAus 
Te OVE mowroxTioTer abrov gizey b Ocios anagroAes, GAAG apwroToKor, 
ravreori, zparor}.” That axpwrdroxos is to be taken in this place 
eae | as simply first, Theodoret proves from what follows {dre de evravfa 
iit : TO WPwWTOTOKOS ovoua To Tewroy dyAv, ra éeas Hyuas Bidderxes } , for St. 
erat Paul dows not say that Christ was made before all, but that Le is 


before all (oie rer, atras éydvero wpa wavrev, GdA", ards ear: apo 
Sarmrip ) 10 hice nig : a ! : . 
mavrev).' In this inierpretation Theodoret stresses the idea of 
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the priority of Christ to the Grivinal ereation, much as did St. 
John Chrysostom, whose view he here reflects. More frequently, 
however, ‘Fheodoret stresses the idea of Cliist’s priovity in the 
new creation of grace. 

Returning to the Juatins, we find three men of outstanding 
genius, namely, St. Jerome (347-120), St. Augustine (354-430), 
and Pope St. Leo 2 (400 7-461), but as their writiugs have nothing 
new op our problem, we need not linger, It would be interesting 
to know St. Jerome’s opinion on the Primogentius onmis ercaturre, 
but there is no evidence that he ever commented on the text. The 
Commentaru in Epistolas S. Pauli,’ formerly ascribed to him, is 
now generally acknowledged to be the work of Pelagius. St. 
Jerome quotes the text in his commentary on Jeremias,’? but no 
conclusion can be drawn regarding the meaning he attached to It. 
In defending the perpetual virginity of the Biessil Virgin against 
Helvidius, who argued froma the Primogenitus of At. Matthew I, 
265, that the Blessed Virgin must have had other children, St. 


Omnis unigenitus est primovenitus, ton omnis 
Primogenitus est, non tantumi post 


St. Jerome called altention 


Jerome held: 
primogenitus est unigenitus, 
quem et alii sed ante quem nullus.** 
to the Scripture definition of a Firsthorn (Dchnivit sermo Dei, 


- quid sit primogenitum. Omne, inguit, quod aperit vwivain), and 
to the fact that the redemption price of a firsthorn was paid to the 
Jewish priests before there was any possibility of other brothers 
and sisters. Unlike so many of the Greeks and Latins, who thought 
that the idea of a firstborn neeesserily implied others later born, 
St. Jerome knew that according to the Jewish law un only-hegotten 
was alsa a firstborn. St. Jerome should then have no diffterliy im 
taking Firsthorn as a title of the Dternal Son by reason of His 
generation from the Father, but as a matter of fuct, he seems to 
avoid using the term altogether. Tu the commentary formerly 
ascribed to St. Jerome, but now believed to be the work of Pela- 
gius, firstborn of every creature is interpreted of the Incarnate 
Sou as a title: of honor (Primogenitus secundim aszumpti hominis 


OPE, AX, 645-902: cf. Burdenhuwer-Shahin, op. ctt., p. 442; Pohle, 
Pelagius, in Cath. ne, XI, fide. 

ae.S.B. 2. LIX, Tf, i, p. 268, 1. 6. 
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formam, non tempore, sed honore, juxta iilud: Filius meus 
primogenitus Israel}.4* This was the interpretation given by 
Theodore of Mopsuestia, 

St. Augustine usually takes U/migenttius as a tithe of the pre- 
existent Son, and /rimagentius of the incarnate Son. ‘Thus in 
his treatise Contra Secundimum, written about 405, he states that 
the Scriptures give both titles ta Christ, but mot beause of Lip 
Divine Nature (itaque cum ct unigenitum et primogenitum eum 
divina testentur eloquia—unigenitum, quia sine trairibus, prime- 
genitum, quia cum fratribus—non invenies, quamode utrum@ue de 
illo secundum eandem naturam divinitatis intelligas).** ife states 
further that the Catholic Faith, which distinguishes hefween the 
Jreator and the creature, finds no difficulty woth the temns, but 
accepts the unigenitus of the divine nature and the primogenitus 
of the human nature in the sense that the incarnate Son has 
brothers, not by nature, but by the adoption of grace (fides vero 
cathohica, quae Inter creatorem creaturamgue distinguit, nullam 
patitur in his duobus nominibus intelligendi difficultatern, wni- 
genitum eum accipiens secundum id, qued scriptum est: in prin- 
cipio erat verbum et verhum erat apud deum et deus erat verbum. 
primogenitum autem universac creaturae secundum id, quod apos- 
tolus ait: ut sit Ipse primogenitus in multis fratribus, quos ei 
pater ed fraternam societatem non aequalitate substantiae, sed 
adoptione gratiae generavit). Christ is Only-begotten in reference 
to the Father, but Firstborn in reference to us (apad se unigenitum, 
ad nos primogenitum). As Only-begotten, He was born, not of 
flesh and blood, Bat of God; as Firsthorn among brethren in the 
church, He is the Word made flesh (ex illo igitur, quod unigenitus 
est, NON eX carne, NON e¥ sanguine, ron ex yoluntate viri neque 
ex voluntate carnis, sed ex deo natus est; ex illo autem, quod 
primogenitum in ecciesia fratribus factus est, verbum caro factum 
est et hahitavit in nobis). The same interpretation is found in 
his Quaestionum in Heptateuchum fabri VIT, written in 439 (nam 
et quod dicitur: primogenitus omnis creaturae, quae et Ibi mpwro- 
roxos gtacce legitur, potest ita imtellegi secundum novam crea- 
turam. . . . eundem dicit primogenitum quem unigenitum: primo- 
genitum, quia etiam nos filii dei sumus, unigenitum vero, quoniaim 


“pit, XXX, 854. “SOC.S.£.L. AXY, p. Fi, b 218, 
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golus ille de substantia patris ct patri aequalis atque coucternus 
est) .** 

Tn the De Trinttate, which was begun in 400 aud not completed 
watit sixteen years later, St. Augustine takes another view. IWere 
classifying various texts accordiug as they refer fo Christ in the 
form of God, or that of a servant, he states that it is in the form 
of God that Christ is the primogenitus omnis creaturac (Secundum 
formam Dei, Primogenitus oninis crvnturae, et ipse ante omnes, ct 
omnia in ilo consiant).’7 This same view is alsu proposed in 
argument in the Contra Secundinum mentioned above (ut fesus 
Christus et unigenitus sit secundum id, quod verbum dei est, deus 
apud denm pariter incommutahilis ct partter aeternus, non rapmant 
arbitrans esse acqualis deo, ef primogenitus ommis creaturae secur 
dum id, quod in ipse condita sunt ammnia ip caehts et in terra, 
visibilia et invisibilia).*® ‘he untgenitus is thus a term expressing 
nature, while primogenitus vxpresses a function toward the original 
creation. St. Augustine like St. Athanasius uses pronogenifus of 
Christ in reference to His funetion toward either the original or 
the new creation. 

Pope Leo I, in his sermons and letters, has much to say regard- 
ing the Incarnation of the San of God, While the term Unigenttus 
occurs frequently, the term Primoegentius is a rare word in his 
writings. He seems to avoid it. In his Sermo LXV, he states 
that man’s nature has been received by the Son ef God into such 
a union that not only in that) Man who is the Firstborn of ail 
creation, but also in ali Tis saints there is one and the selfsame 
Christ (ut non solum in io homine, qui est primogenitus totius 
ereaturae, sed etiam in omnibus sanctis suis unus idemque sit 
shristus}.** Pope Leo thus takes the expression of the Incarnate 
Son in the new creation of grace. In Sermo XXVIE, he explicitly 
ealls Christ the Firgtborn of the new creation {primogenitum novae 
ereaturae). This tuterpretation of the Firstborn of every creature 
(or of all creation) as a title of the Incarnate Son, first proposed 
by Marcellus of Ancyra, and favored by St. Athanasius, St. 
Gregory of Nyssa, St. Cyril of Alexandria, Theodoret, and Bt. 
Augustine, now appears in the work of a Pope of Rome, This, 


‘6 {hid MXVITI, 2, p. 388, 1. 19 fF. 0 SWE. XXYV, p. 815, 23. 
wo oF NXNLLI, 837 D; ef. XLII, 700. oP £. LIV, 355. 
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lhowever, does not settle the matter, ankess the Pope, xcting with 
the fullness of his power as the supreme Teacher of Christendom, 
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f 4 iP explicitly mdicates lis mtention of defimimg the meaning of the 
Ie [4 i text. Even had the text appeared in such a dogmatic docament 
it oe ax Leo’s Tome to Flavian in 449, that in itself would not settle 
; i “fl | the matter, unless the text appeared as fhe express object of a 
: mn | “1d definition “ex cathedra.” °° 
: te a We bring onr dissertation to a close with Pope Leo, the Great. 
; a: “| The investigation was carried through to modern times, bnt there 
: ; a is practically nothing new to record. Most of the commits on 
3 - ee the text after the middie of the fifth contury are merely repetitions 
iJ “f of the luterpretations already noted, with only an occasional, sight 
ae variafion in terminology or viewpoint. foven the reierunce of the 
tat expression to the Divine Forcknowlcdge favored by the Pranviscan 
ai 7 School und others is as old basically as Didymus, and the ittercat- 
ial ing interpretation recently attempted by Vrofessar Tattunal of 
ret: Rome js fundamentally that of function.®* 
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°°“ Definitio extenditur solum ad rem ipsam definitam, non autem ad 
bak oH ea quac dogmatice, historice aut philosophice definitionem praecedunt wut 
‘fo a comituntur.” Tanquerey, Synopsis Ticologiag Dogmuticae Fundamentatis, 
: ed. 24, Paris 7987, p. 689, #877. “Ex eo sole quod textus hiblicus inchu- 
tugur in definitione infallibili non sequitur sensum ilivs esse iniallibibiler 
definitum, vartis enim: modis et ad diversos scopos includi potest.’ Fur- 
tuindes, Mefiuttiance Conctlivrum vel summorum FParttficum, in Institutiones 
Biblicaue, el. 4, Romae 1033, p. 477. 

S! Lattanuzt, ff Primate unicersale di Cristo seconda le 8. Seritture, Roma 


1937, p. Sd. 


CONCLUSION 


_— 


The earliest imterpretation of the wpwrdroxas mdays xtivews Te- 
ferred ihe expressicu to the Pre-existent Son of God as a title of 
nature, With the meaning “ becotten before all creation.” Unrfor- 
tunately, the Apologists in their speenjationus attenipied to explain 
the Son as begotten or bora for the purpose of bringing creation 
into being. He who was in the busom of the Father from eternity 
as Logos came forih as Son to bring creation into heang. The 
Son was born lo be the dpyy of ereaition, and the ideas ef mature 
and function were thus Jused into the expresston, 

Ag the Son is Gal, He must be as viertal iad unchangeable as 
the Father. When theological speculation begun to follow this 
line of thought, a tendency arose to lake poroyerys Gt the Son by 
reason of His eternal generation fram the Father, anid rpwreroxos 
by reason of Fis function in respect to creation, Ile who wus 
eovoyerys From eternity became wpwreroxos or dpyy at ihe creation. 
Moveyerys was thus used as a fitle of nature, und mpwrdrexes as a 
title of function. 

In the fourth century, when the Arians began to infer from the 
expression that the Pre-existunt Son was simply the first of crea- 


tures, the terrdency developed in orthodox cireles to shift the tifle 
from the Pre-existent ta the Tnearnate Son. Creation was taken 
ip the sense of the new creation, in which we are the sons of God 
and brothers of Christ by adoption through grace. This view, 
introduced by Marcellus of Ancyra, and adopted by St. Athana- 
sius, St. Gregory of Nyssa, St. Augustine, and Pope Sti. Leo [, was 
the prevailing interpretation for more than a century, without, 
however, excluding other views. The older view of St. Justin was 
stil mentioned with respect, and after the heat of the Trinitarian 


controversies abated, it began to return inte favor again, and stall 


enjoys considerable prestige. 

There were also other attempts at interpretation. Didymus re- 
ferred the expression to the Divine Foreknowledge. ‘Pheodore of 
Mopsuestia and Pelagius stressed the idea of dignity; St. John 
Chrysostom, that of priority, St. Isidore of Pelusium made a new 
approach through the active meaning of wpareréxos used in Homer, 
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All these views, with the exception of the Arian (shich is dis 
proved by the very context}, are in perfeet conformity with Cathatic 
Doctrine, The General Council of Nicaca (323) eliminated the 
expression from the creed which was first proposed, most prohably 
because of its obscurity and the possibility of mis-tnterpretation. 
Pope Leo J in his Tome to Flayiau in 449 apparently avoided it. 
Exegetes, however, will always be interested in the question. As 
far a3 the history of the text in the first five centuries is concerned, 
there is no definite answer. 
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